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Behavioural interviews continue to be a popular selection tool used in industry today. Although 
the literature finds that behavioural interviews are reliable and valid selection tools, two 
fundamental elements of behavioural interviewing have been overlooked. Specifically, 
behavioural interview ratings are based on how much detail candidates retrieve about their 
experiences as well as their ability to effectively convey those details to interviewers. I 
hypothesize that autobiographical memory predicts interview performance ratings and that 
storytelling mediates this relationship. In addition, I expect that the presence of probing 
questions will moderate the mediated relationship. Study 1 tests these hypotheses using a 
laboratory experiment conducted with a student sample over two sessions. Studies 2 and 3 were 
conducted with samples of professional participants residing in North America with hiring 
experience. Autobiographical memory and storytelling were manipulated using written interview 
transcripts. Studies 1 and 2 found that autobiographical memory predicted interview performance 
ratings and that this relationship was facilitated by enhanced storytelling. Study 3 findings 
trended in the expected direction but were inconclusive. Including probing questions may also 
level the playing field for individuals who retrieve autobiographical memory less easily. 
Implications and future directions of this work are discussed. 
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LET ME TELL YOU ABOUT A TIME: EXPLORING HOW STORYTELLING AND 
MEMORY AFFECT BEHAVIOURAL INTERVIEW PERFORMANCE RATINGS 
Interviews have been a topic of interest to psychology and management scholars for over 
a century (Macan, 2009). Up to 98% of organizations still use interviews for employee selection 
(Secord, 2003), and when structured appropriately (i.e., using rating scales, limited probing, 
longer interviews, behaviourally-based questions), interviews can be valid predictors of 
performance (Levashina et al., 2014). Interviews capture an array of candidate information, such 
as social skills, mental capability, and job knowledge (Huffcutt, Conway, et al., 2001) and are 
considered an integral part of the selection process for most jobs. Although the predictive 
validity of interviews has been well established, the extant literature has focused considerably 
less on the interview process, and questions of construct validity are still largely unexamined. 
Behavioural interviews, which ask candidates to speak to past experiences relevant to 
job-related competencies, have become a popular approach to interviewing (Bangerter et al., 
2014). The premise underlying behavioural interviews is the notion that past behaviour is the 
best predictor of future behaviour (Conway & Peneno, 1999). Using this approach, interviewers 
capture candidate job knowledge and job-related experience and use this information to 
determine whether candidates will effectively carry out similar job tasks in the future (Salgado & 
Moscoso, 2002). The behavioural interview has emerged as a reliable and valid predictor of job 
performance in the literature, with reported uncorrected validity estimates consistently emerging 
between .22 and .34 (Campion et al., 1988; Hartwell et al., 2019; Motowidlo et al., 1992; 
Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995; Taylor & Small, 2002). Behavioural interviews are therefore not only 
a popular and attractive method for selecting employees but are also considered to be a gold 
standard in interviewing today. 




The unique advantage offered by behavioural interviews is the ability to base predictions 
about future behaviour on past behaviour. Past research examining behavioural interviews has 
focused on its improved psychometric properties compared to other interview formats (Huffcutt, 
Weekley, et al., 2001; Taylor & Small, 2002), its relation to bias reduction in ratings (Bragger et 
al., 2002; McCarthy et al., 2010), and its resistance to certain types of impression management 
(Ellis et al., 2002; Levashina et al., 2014). Although these findings speak to the advantages 
associated with behavioural interviews, the basic elements required to capture candidates’ past 
behaviour have been overlooked. More specifically, candidates’ ability to remember sufficient 
detail and effectively communicate these details in a coherent manner are crucial to ensuring that 
interviewers receive the information that informs ratings. Thus, autobiographical memory (i.e., 
memory of past personal experiences that creates a personal history; Fivush, 2011) and 
storytelling (i.e., narrating elements of character events, and experiences; Bangerter et al., 2014) 
should play important roles in determining the effectiveness of behavioural interviews for 
accomplishing the task they are designed to carry out - gathering candidate information. The 
primary purpose of the present research is to understand how these elements that distinguish 
behavioural interviews from other selection tools, but remain underemphasized, influence 
performance ratings.  
To effectively respond to behavioural interview questions, candidate memory is key as 
candidates must be able to recall specific incidents from their past (Janz, 1982). As such, 
candidates who can access more autobiographical details should be in a better position to 
convince interviewers of their capabilities. Moreover, the details provided will impact which 
information becomes available to interviewers and form the basis of their ratings. Thus, the 
ability to retrieve autobiographical memory details should significantly affect the information 




that forms the foundation for the stories that candidates convey to interviewers in behavioural 
interview contexts. 
Communication is the mechanism by which all information in interviews is transmitted. 
To communicate details to interviewers in behavioural interview settings, candidates, by nature, 
rely on stories about past events (Brosy et al., 2016) that are built using details specific to 
situations, tasks, actions, and outcomes of those events (Kessler, 2006).  The dyadic and 
interactive nature of interviews (Huffcutt et al., 2015) highlights that for event descriptions to 
impact interviewer ratings, candidates must manage to effectively convey event descriptions to 
interviewers. The ability to compose a story that speaks to these core details in a complete and 
compelling manner is therefore a central mechanism driving interview performance ratings 
because it acts as a filter for the information received by interviewers.   
Despite the emphasis on autobiographical memory and storytelling in behavioural 
interviews, candidate responses may not always contain a complete story. When key information 
is missing from candidates’ initial responses, interviewers often ask probing questions to gather 
additional information (Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995). Allowing interviewers to ask probing 
questions should allow for more key information to be drawn from candidates’ memories, 
ultimately enhancing the story told by candidates in behavioural interviews. Better storytelling 
gives raters more information about the candidate as well as a more complete and compelling 
description of past events, and asking probing questions gives candidates the opportunity to 
provide a more vivid and comprehensive account of past experiences to showcase their abilities 
for interviewers. Therefore, probing is likely helpful to candidates who are less capable of 
accessing all necessary details initially because it allows for more details to be extracted, which 
could in turn enhance candidate stories and resulting interview ratings.  




 Employing three studies, my dissertation explores whether candidate autobiographical 
memory influences behavioural interview performance ratings and explores how storytelling and 
probing questions impact this relationship. First, I explore the relationship between 
autobiographical memory and behavioural interview performance ratings, arguing that 
storytelling acts as a mediator of this effect. Behavioural questions rely heavily on candidates’ 
ability to retrieve details about relevant past experiences (Janz, 1982), however, accessing the 
information only accomplishes part of the task. Candidates must also effectively communicate 
relevant details to interviewers for such information to be impactful. I therefore explore whether 
the ability to string autobiographical memory details together to form a compelling story acts as 
a communication mechanism for the relationship between autobiographical memory and 
interview performance ratings. I also investigate whether probing affects the nature of this 
relationship because using probing questions should help candidates access their 
autobiographical memory to compose a more compelling story.  
Second, I use two follow-up experiments to explore the causal nature of the proposed 
mediated relationship. Study 2 is designed to isolate the effect of autobiographical memory on 
interview performance ratings by manipulating the amount of autobiographical memory detail 
provided in behavioural interview responses. This study investigates the causal link between 
providing more autobiographical memory detail and better storytelling in behavioural interviews. 
Study 3 is designed to isolate the effect of storytelling on behavioural interview performance 
ratings by manipulating storytelling to confirm that better storytelling elicits higher behavioural 
interview performance ratings. The combination of these three studies provides a strong test of 
the predictive relationship between autobiographical memory and interview performance ratings 
by way of storytelling.   




 Overall, the present work makes three substantial contributions. First, I highlight that 
autobiographical memory is instrumental in determining behavioural interview ratings. In doing 
so, I provide evidence for a common assumption about why behavioural interviews predict 
performance and point to a potential flaw of behavioural interviews. That is, if interview ratings 
depend on candidate memory, it is possible that excellent candidates are overlooked as a result of 
being less capable of retrieving specific autobiographical memories as opposed to being less 
suitable for a given job. This reliance on candidate memory highlights that behavioural interview 
ratings may capture extraneous information, which could reduce hiring decision accuracy.  
 Second, I highlight storytelling as an important medium for communicating details of 
past experiences to interviewers. By highlighting storytelling as a filter for all pertinent candidate 
information collected in behavioural interview settings, I take first steps to exploring the vital 
role that communication plays in interviewing. That is, although interviews are designed to 
measure specific job dimensions, they do so through the filter of candidates communicating the 
job dimension information. Given that both candidate memory and storytelling are inherently 
important elements of behavioural interviews, but that ratings are not meant to reflect either 
factor, I also highlight that behavioural interview ratings might be capturing more than the 
constructs that they are designed to capture. Thus, although behavioural interviews might be 
lauded for their predictive validity, the effects of autobiographical memory and storytelling could 
have implications for their construct validity. 
 Finally, I present probing as a means of potentially levelling the playing field for those 
who struggle to recall autobiographical details about past events in behavioural interview 
settings. Including follow-up questions allows interviewers the opportunity to ask for more detail 




when necessary, and could, in turn, help candidates put together a more compelling story should 
they struggle to do so initially. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 Interviews have been used for employee selection for over a century and continue to be 
used in nearly all employee selection systems today. Several meta-analyses conducted within the 
last few decades (Conway et al. 1995; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Huffcutt et al., 2004; Hunter & 
Hunter, 1984; Levashina et al., 2014; Marchese & Muchinsky, 1993; McDaniel et al., 1994; 
Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988; Wright et al., 1989) support the psychometric superiority of 
structured interviews, which standardize how interviews are conducted and how interview 
performance is evaluated (Campion et al., 1997), over unstructured interviews. Empirical work 
conducted recently reflects similar results, indicating that several different types of structured 
interviews (i.e., those including behavioural, situational, and background questions) are good 
predictors of job performance ratings (Hartwell et al., 2019). Including structural elements to 
limit the degree of subjectivity that enters into interview interactions and evaluations increases 
interview reliability and enhances how well interview ratings predict job performance. Interview 
scores can therefore be trusted as part of selection processes when the interview itself is 
appropriately constructed and implemented.  
 Over the course of the past few decades, scholars have suggested that several different 
elements of interview structure can and do contribute to enhancing interview reliability and 
validity. These include, but are not limited to, basing questions on job analyses, using 
behaviorally anchored rating scales, conducting longer interviews, training interviewers, and 
asking all candidates the same questions (Campion et al., 1997). There is ample evidence in the 
literature to support the notion that including such elements does improve the effectiveness of 




interviews for selection purposes (See Levashina et al., 2014 for review). Interviews that are 
built using structured elements are also better positioned to reduce how much bias enters into 
interview decision-making (Campion et al., 1997; Latham & Skarlicki, 1996), which increases 
the likelihood that judgments will be based on job-relevant (i.e., knowledge, skill, abilities, and 
other attributes) as opposed to non-job-relevant (e.g., the degree to which interviewers like or 
identify with a candidate) information. Incorporating structure into selection interview design is 
a way for interviewers to ensure that individuals selected for jobs will be qualified and capable of 
adding value to organizations through job-related contributions.  
Behavioural Interviews 
One structural element that has garnered more empirical attention in the literature than 
others is the type of interview questions used. There is overall consensus among researchers that 
behavioural questions asking candidates to recount past experiences related to job-relevant 
competencies (Janz, 1982) predict performance well (Day & Carroll, 2003; Huffcutt et al., 2004; 
Taylor & Small, 2002). Interviews built using behavioural questions are often compared to those 
created using situational questions, where candidates are provided with different situations or 
scenarios and asked what they would do if they encountered each situation (Latham et al., 1980). 
There is increasing evidence within the literature that behavioural questions capture different 
constructs than situational questions (Levashina et al., 2014). Moderators impact each question 
type in different ways (e.g., behavioural interview validity is not affected by job complexity but 
situational interview validity is reduced; Huffcutt et al., 2004) and candidates tend to use 
different impression management tactics to try and boost interviewer ratings in response to 
behavioural and situational questions (Culbertson et al., 2017; Ellis et al., 2002). Each question 
type also activates different regions of the brain (Huffcutt et al., 2018), and one study found that 




the relationship between behavioural interview question ratings and job performance was driven 
by turnover intentions, whereas the same mechanism did not drive the relationship between 
ratings from situational questions and job performance (Hartwell et al., 2019). In addition, one 
common, but unknown, factor seems to underlie behavioural interview ratings, but this does not 
seem to be the case for situational interview ratings (Huffcutt, Weekley, et al., 2001; Pulakos & 
Schmitt, 1995). More specifically, Huffcutt et al., (2001) found that behavioural and situational 
questions matched to capture identical job dimensions were very weakly related whereas 
behavioural questions measuring different job dimensions were highly related to one another. 
Based on the differences between both types of structured interview questions, it appears that the 
processes underlying behavioural interview question functionality are unique to behavioural 
interviews. 
 Despite the widespread scientific and popular support for using behavioural questions in 
interviews, there has been little investigation regarding how or why behavioural questions 
predict job performance. Although the premise cited within the literature is that behavioural 
questions use information about past behaviour to predict how individuals would behave in 
similar situations in the future (Taylor & Small, 2002), we do not yet understand the mechanics 
of how behavioural questions capture candidate past behaviour. Further, it is possible that the 
common factor that behavioural interview ratings map onto represents one or more of the 
fundamental elements that make behavioural interviews unique, such as autobiographical 
memory and storytelling. As such, the present set of studies takes first steps to investigate which 
processes behavioural interview questions tap into, highlighting how behavioural interviews 
affect interview ratings used to predict performance.  







Behavioural questions require candidates to verbally describe situations that they have 
encountered in the past that are relevant to knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics 
(KSAOs) required for the job (Janz, 1982). Interviewers must base their ratings primarily on the 
information offered by candidates about their past experiences because they typically have no 
other sources of information that can confirm, or fill gaps in, candidate accounts. As such, 
candidates’ ability to remember all necessary information about their past is critical to interview 
success, as it lays the foundation for virtually all of the information that informs interviewer 
ratings in behavioural interviews.  
Different types of memory serve different purposes. Short-term memory allows a limited 
amount of information to be stored and remain highly accessible temporarily (Cowan, 2008). 
However, due to its limited capacity, information stored in short-term memory decays quickly to 
make room for new information. As such, short-term memory is important when individuals are 
completing tasks that require immediate information processing (e.g., operation and digit span 
tasks; Ranganath & Blumenfeld, 2005). When tasks involve accessing memory stores that 
contain event details that have been encoded for a much longer time, long-term memory is likely 
more relevant to task success (Ranganath & Blumenfeld, 2005). 
Long-term memory contains a record of past events and retains knowledge of those past 
experiences (Cowan, 2008). Autobiographical memory is the memory system that develops over 
one’s life span, integrating past experiences and creating a personal narrative and timeline that 
defines the self (Fivush, 2011). Both systems are inherently linked, as autobiographical memory 




retrieval requires reaching into long-term memory stores to identify all necessary details about 
specific past experiences and temporarily re-construct the experience. Success on 
autobiographical memory recall tasks therefore relies on being capable of accessing long-term 
memory stores of information about one’s own personal narrative. 
Attempts to recall event-specific details invokes a hierarchical two-stage process 
(Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000; Haque & Conway, 2001). First, a general memory is 
identified, then individuals search for and attach more specific details to the general memory 
(Williams et al., 2007). When the search for event-specific details is interrupted or terminated 
early for any reason (e.g., rumination, avoidance, impairment), individuals will only provide 
general accounts of past events as a result of being unable to identify or tie in relevant specific 
information (Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000; Williams et al., 2007). Differences in the ability 
to retrieve autobiographical memory detail, regardless of whether the reason is impairment-
related or lack of memory content, could then be a key issue in contexts where performance 
outcomes depend largely on being able to provide others with information about past 
experiences.  
Much of the autobiographical memory research can be found in the clinical psychology 
and cognition literatures. Researchers have used clinical samples to better understand the 
development (Harley & Reese, 1999) and structure (Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000) of 
autobiographical memory. The inability to recall specific personal information by accessing 
stores of factual self-relevant details has primarily been attributed to clinical conditions such as 
depression  (Palombo et al., 2018), emotional disorders (see Williams et al., 2007 for review) and 
anxiety disorders (e.g., Burke & Mathews, 1992). For example, individuals who have been 
diagnosed with clinical depression and posttraumatic stress could identify general memories but 




struggled to link specific details to those general memories (Moore & Zoeliner, 2007). 
Understanding why autobiographical memory recall is so different for individuals diagnosed 
with a wide variety of conditions remains a popular avenue of research for clinical and cognitive 
psychologists today.  
Although autobiographical memory is still often studied in clinical settings (Palombo et 
al., 2018; Ricarte et al., 2017; Sekeres et al., 2018), researchers have started branching out to 
better understand the retrieval process in nonclinical samples. A better understanding of 
autobiographical memory retrieval capabilities at different ages has now emerged (Levine et al., 
2002) and exploration of individual differences in autobiographical memory content and 
processes has begun, indicating that there is variance in autobiographical memory among 
nonclinical samples (see Palombo et al., 2018 for review). This work highlights that variance in 
autobiographical memory abilities exist, and differences in how individuals recall episodic self-
relevant information could affect performance on autobiographical memory retrieval tasks. 
 Behavioural interviews are designed to jumpstart candidates’ autobiographical memory, 
triggering the search for meaningful details about relevant past experiences that best represent 
past behaviour. Individuals who are less capable of retrieving pertinent information about past 
behaviour may, therefore, be at a disadvantage, as they may have relevant past experience about 
which their memories lack detail, or they may struggle to search for and retrieve those details 
from memory stores. Effectively responding to behavioural questions requires that candidates 
successfully tap into their long-term memory stores to access information about past events, and 
differences in the ability to do so may be detrimental to interview outcomes. 
Relying on candidate memory to gain access to information in interviews may be 
problematic for several reasons. First, candidates with poor memory recall might have fewer 




specific details about general past event memories encoded, limiting their own, as well as 
interviewers’, access to pertinent information about past behaviour. Incomplete accounts of past 
events could then result in ratings that inaccurately reflect candidate KSAOs, increasing the 
likelihood that quality candidates will receive low interview performance ratings and thus, be 
overlooked. An understanding of how autobiographical memory abilities affect behavioural 
interviewing is needed because interview assessments hinge on candidate information recall 
about past events.  
Second, basing interview ratings on candidate memory could contaminate measurement 
of the constructs that behavioural interviews are intended to capture because individual 
differences in autobiographical memory retrieval abilities could be reflected in interview ratings. 
Behavioural interviews are designed to measure candidate proficiency on specific job-related 
competencies. However, if variance in ratings is more reflective of differences in 
autobiographical memory retrieval as opposed to real variance in candidate ability to carry out 
specific job tasks, the validity of behavioural interview ratings for predicting future job 
performance is threatened. 
Third, it is known that there is a negative relationship between autobiographical memory 
recall and clinical conditions such as depression (Williams & Scott, 1988). If behavioural 
interview ratings are influenced by one’s ability to remember specific details about past events, it 
is then possible that individuals who score high on measures of clinical conditions are also at a 
significant disadvantage in behavioural interview contexts. This could have legal implications for 
organizations using behavioural interviews for selection, as the ratings could discriminate based 
on a protected ground. 




 The success of the behavioural interview as an effective selection tool has been 
attributed to its ability to capture information about past behaviour and use this information to 
make predictions about future behaviour (Taylor & Small, 2002). Given that behavioural 
questions require candidates to recall details about past experiences and that the retrieval process 
can garner more specific details for some candidates than for others, I hypothesize that: 
  H1: Autobiographical memory will predict behavioural interview performance ratings. 
Storytelling 
When recounting past events in behavioural interviews, the way in which candidates 
communicate information is much like telling a story. In a story, characters experience and react 
to situations until the story reaches its conclusion (Bangerter et al, 2014; Bruner, 1990). 
Similarly, when responding to behavioural questions, candidates describe their own experiences 
and how they navigated past situations (Bangerter et al., 2014; Janz, 1982). Given the parallels 
between behavioural interview responses and storytelling it seems that storytelling may be a key 
communication mechanism that is inherent to behavioural interview processes, allowing for 
information exchange between candidates and interviewers.  
Storytelling has primarily been studied in the linguistics, communications, and 
evolutionary psychology literatures. Research in these areas has identified numerous structural 
elements that contribute to the telling of a good story, such as wording that introduces and 
describes story characters and words that connect related statements (e.g., because, and, 
although) (Schneider & Winship, 2002). Measuring storytelling in terms of the linguistic 
elements that appear within the segments that make up a narrative is a common way to capture 
structural storytelling, however, structural soundness does not necessarily indicate that a story 
will be deemed qualitatively good. For a story to be considered a qualitatively good story on a 




more global level (Baron & Bluck, 2011; Grice, 1975) it must also be entertaining, emotional, 
memorable, original, engaging, and rich in imagery.  
Stories convey impressions about an individual in a vivid manner. Narrators use tools 
such as switches between event descriptions and quotes of others (Holt, 1996) as well as 
narrative skill (i.e., the ability to “produce and comprehend causally and temporally structured 
plots” Kemper, 1984, pp. 99) to influence audience attributions (Edwards & Potter, 1993). 
Storytelling is an important communication tool within today’s workforce (Barker & Gower, 
2010) as well because it conveys values, facilitates change, influences stakeholders, and 
facilitates persuasion (Smart & DiMaria, 2018). It is also a fundamental skill used by most 
charismatic leaders to communicate authenticity and instill confidence and loyalty among 
followers (Weischer et al., 2013). Good storytellers can therefore effectively use this tool to 
describe situations in a vivid and engaging manner, providing listeners with a realistic glimpse 
into the storyteller’s experience.  
Although storytelling has garnered little research attention in the management literature, 
it is particularly relevant to behavioural interview contexts. Behavioural interview questions 
elicit stories from candidates by asking for accounts of past experiences that contain all of the 
key elements of a story. Interviewers want candidates to respond to questions with clear, 
coherent responses that are structurally sound, include all necessary facts, and use appropriate 
grammar. However, interviewers also want candidate experience descriptions to bring the event 
to life for them (Smart & DiMaria, 2018), so that they too can envision the experience. Selecting 
and arranging details to create a compelling narrative helps to engage and persuade interviewers, 
indicating that telling good stories involves more than effectively incorporating specific 
linguistic elements. That is, a good story is more than the sum of its parts. Effectively telling 




stories of one’s past in response to behavioural interview questions plays a critical role in 
facilitating the positive relationship between autobiographical memory abilities and behavioural 
interview performance ratings because good stories package relevant autobiographical memory 
information into a strong, convincing, and digestible narrative for interviewers. 
An understanding of how storytelling impacts interview performance ratings is important 
for understanding the communication mechanism that is fundamental to behavioural interviews. 
Stevens and Kristof (1995) found that stories were produced often within interview contexts and 
Bangerter and colleagues (2014) found that responses to behavioural questions containing 
stories, pseudostories (defined as summaries of generic events), and self-descriptions predicted 
hiring outcomes. Effectively stringing together details of past experiences to produce a story-like 
narrative enhances interview outcomes, however we understand little about storytelling as a 
communication mechanism. Investigating if the qualifying characteristics of storytelling (e.g., 
how engaging stories are, how memorable stories are) predict interview outcomes and act as an 
information conduit that relays recalled information to interviewers, will highlight the 
importance of storytelling as a communication component within behavioural interviews.  
The present study investigates whether qualitatively good stories produced in behavioural 
interviews enhance interview performance ratings. Given that behavioural interviews require 
candidates to relay details about past workplace experiences in story format to effectively 
communicate the information that interviewers use as a base for ratings, I expect that storytelling 
will be related to behavioural interview performance ratings. Moreover, I expect storytelling to 
act as a mechanism by which autobiographical memory influences interview ratings, given that 
memory details form the foundation for good storytelling. Thus, I hypothesize that: 
 H2: Storytelling will predict behavioural interview performance ratings. 




H3: Storytelling will mediate the relationship between autobiographical memory and 
behavioural interview performance ratings. 
Probing 
 Extant research supports the notion that incorporating elements of structure into 
interviews increases the likelihood that ratings accurately reflect candidate KSAOs (Sackett & 
Lievens, 2008) because structured interviews display higher validity than other interview formats 
(Conway et al., 1995; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). One element of structure that is often used 
but is not yet fully understood as an important piece of interviewing is probing candidate 
responses. When a response is incomplete, probing is often used to elicit job-relevant details that 
were initially omitted (Campion et al., 1997; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994). Probing questions can 
take several different forms, with the most constrained level referring to using no probing 
questions at all and the least constrained level referring to providing interviewers with no 
guidelines about when and how to use probing questions in interviews (Campion et al., 1997). 
However, research on probing questions is scarce, and the few studies that have been conducted 
present conflicting information. For example, Levashina and Campion (2007) found that probing 
increased candidate faking, supporting the recommendation to limit probing but Motowidlo and 
colleagues (1992) found that probing enhanced decision accuracy when interviewers were 
trained properly, supporting the use of probing. Given the conflicting findings, there remains no 
consensus about what types of probes should be used, let alone if, or when, asking probing 
questions adds to the validity of selection interviews.  
 Despite conflicting evidence within the literature, the overall purpose of probing is to 
gather more information about candidates. The ability to do this could have a particularly 
significant impact in behavioural interview contexts because performance ratings rely heavily on 




which information is produced and effectively conveyed to interviewers. In fact, the original 
design of behavioural interviews encouraged the use of probing questions to explore patterns of 
behaviour that could be relevant for the job (Janz, 1982; Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995). In a 
behavioural interview context, probes could therefore be an important tool for collecting core 
details about candidates’ past experiences. Allowing interviewers to probe for more detail could 
facilitate storytelling, regardless of whether the candidate is initially capable of retrieving all 
important detail since it is the autobiographical details that are the bedrock of the stories that 
candidates tell. The innate ability to tell convincing stories would then become less critical, 
levelling the playing field for candidates with poor initial autobiographical memory recall. Thus, 
I hypothesize that:  
 H4: Probing will moderate the mediated relationship between autobiographical memory 
and behavioural interview performance ratings via storytelling such that the indirect effect is 
weaker when interviewers ask probing questions than when no probing questions are used. 
Figure 1 presents an illustration of the hypothesized relationships examined in Study 1. 
Figure 1 
Study 1 Hypothesized Relationships 
 




























  Data were collected from 193 undergraduate students at a university in Canada. Data 
from 17 participants were removed due to careless responding and unusable data, forming a final 
sample of 176 participants. The sample was primarily Caucasian (49%), with the next largest 
ethnicity represented being individuals of South Asian descent (15.9%). The sample was gender 
balanced (48% female). Participants were, on average, 20 years of age and primarily in their 
third year of study (81%). The majority identified English as their first language (78%), were 
enrolled in co-op (62%), but not employed at the time of the study (61%). Participants reported 
having lived in primarily English-speaking countries for 15 years or more (86%).  
Procedure 
 The present study was conducted in two sessions. First, participants were asked to 
complete a questionnaire that contained the measure of autobiographical memory and participate 
in a conversation where a research assistant asked them four questions that were designed to 
elicit stories (Appendix A). Upon completion of this session, I reviewed the data to ensure that 
they were complete and usable, and invited all eligible participants to participate in the second 
session. To be eligible to participate in the second session, participants had to have provided 
coherent memories that did not occur in the past week for at least half of the autobiographical 
memory items and had to indicate that they believed that their data was usable.  
A total of 334 participants completed the first session and a total of 220 participants 
completed the second session. Twenty-seven participants were used for piloting to ensure that 
the professional interviewer was comfortable with the process, thus these individuals were not 
part of the final sample. The second session consisted of a short behavioural interview conducted 




by an MBA student who had prior experience conducting interviews and was trained specifically 
for the interview used in this study. All interviews were videotaped for future coding purposes 
and upon completion of the behavioural interview, participants completed a short questionnaire 
to report demographic information.  
Manipulation 
Probing  
To test whether the inclusion of probing questions affected the proposed relationships, 
participants were randomly assigned to one of two behavioural interview conditions (Appendix 
B). In the no probing condition, interviewers asked no questions to follow-up on candidate 
responses, aligning with Campion and colleagues’ (1997) most structured level of probing. In the 
probing condition, interviewers were instructed to ask a series of follow-up questions when 
participant responses did not contain such information, aligning with Campion and colleagues’ 
second most structured format (1997). For example, if a candidate response did not mention the 
outcome of the situation, interviewers were instructed to ask candidates for this information. All 
probing questions were planned prior to the interview and were therefore standardized across all 
interviews conducted as part of the probing condition.  
Measures  
Autobiographical Memory 
An online version of the Autobiographical Memory Test (Williams & Broadbent, 1986) 
was used to capture autobiographical memory. Participants had one minute to describe a memory 
for each of the 18 cue words presented. There were 6 cue words with a positive valence (i.e., 
pleasant, happy, proud, humorous, peaceful, and eager), six cue words with a negative valence 




(i.e., blame, upset, cry, punish, ugly and bad), and six cue words with a neutral valence (i.e., 
transfer, zone, lens, search, signal, and rapid).   
Coding. I established inter-rater reliability using data from 12 participants (i.e. 216 
memories). My research assistant and I each coded all memories separately. First, we coded the 
memories as categorical (i.e., repetitive actions such as “eating supper”), extended (i.e., events 
occurring over the course of more than a 24-hour period), or specific (i.e., an event occurring 
within a 24-hour period). All memories were reliably categorized (kappa = .96), and all 
discrepancies were discussed. Second, my research assistant and I coded the number of specific 
autobiographical details within in each memory that was categorized as specific using Baron and 
Bluck’s (2009) coding strategy. This involved adding up all of the time, place, perceptual, and 
emotional details within all of the specific memories provided for each participant to create one 
measure representing the total number of specific autobiographical details provided, and then 
dividing this number by the number of specific memories provided out of the 18 memories to 
create an measure of autobiographical memory that represents the average amount of specific 
autobiographical detail provided in autobiographical accounts. A total of 82 memories were 
identified as specific and inter-rater reliability analyses indicated that the coding for 
autobiographical details was adequately reliable (ICC(1) = .75, p < .001; ICC(2) = .75, p < .001). 
Calculations of ICC(1) and ICC(2) used one-way random and two-way random models, respectively, 
because raters were a random sample of the larger population of raters. The measure of absolute 
agreement for a single rater was used because my research assistant coded the full dataset once 
interrater reliability was established. Follow up reliability analyses confirmed that ratings across 
dimensions reliably captured autobiographical memory details (α = .86).   
 
 





To capture the culturally shared understanding of what constitutes a good story, Baron 
and Bluck’s (2011) measure of story quality was used1. This measure allows for the quality of 
stories to be captured in terms of how a lay person perceives stories provided by participants. 
Participant responses to the four questions asked during the conversation in the first session of 
the study were transcribed.  
Coding. Inter-rater reliability was established using data from 36 participants. I, along 
with a research assistant, coded all stories separately. Each story was rated on a scale of 1 (not at 
all) to 5 (extremely) according to how entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, and 
engaging it was, as well as how much imagery was present. Scores for each dimension were then 
averaged across all four stories to produce an overall rating of storytelling for each participant. 
Analyses indicated adequate inter-rater reliability, as ICC(1) statistics ranged from .76 to .86 and 
ICC(2) statistics ranged from .77 to .86. All ICC statistics were significant at the p < .001 level. 
Calculations used one-way random and two-way random models, respectively, because my research 
assistant and I were a random sample of the larger population of raters. The measure of absolute 
agreement for a single rater was used because my research assistant coded the full dataset once 
interrater reliability was established. Follow up reliability analyses confirmed that ratings across 





1 I also measured a key structural element that is integral to effectively sharing personal narratives – narrative coherence. I used Reese et al.’s 
(2011) measure, which captured whether a personal narrative makes sense to a listener in terms of context, chronology, and theme. Although 
inter-rater reliability was established and the measure was found to be reliable, this construct displayed a high correlation (r = .84) with the 
measure of story quality which resulted in collinearity between both measures and thus, lower model fit. I therefore chose to retain the story 
quality measure to capture storytelling and exclude the narrative coherence measure for the purpose of this study. 




Interview Performance Ratings 
Interview performance ratings were captured from videos of the behavioural interviews. 
Each interview consisted of 8-12 questions, and a trained research assistant rated participants 
(Appendix C) using a 5-point scale (1 = primarily negative indicators; 5 = primarily positive 
indicators). The competencies measured were communication skills, interpersonal skills, 
achievement orientation, self-awareness, and decision-making. Inter-rater reliability was 
established using data from 53 participants. All competencies were rated by myself as well as my 
research assistant with ICC(1) statistics ranging from .65 to .76 and ICC(2) statistics ranging 
from .65 to .76. ICC(1) and ICC(2) values for overall ratings of interview performance were .78. 
All ICC statistics were significant at the p < .001 level. Calculations used one-way random and 
two-way random models, respectively, because raters represented a random sample of the larger 
population of interview raters. The measure of absolute agreement for a single rater was used 
because my research assistant coded the full dataset once interrater reliability was established. 
Follow up reliability analyses confirmed that ratings across competencies reliably captured 
interview performance (α = .79).  
Analytical Approach 
 The analytical approach was three-pronged. First, I conducted separate factor analyses to 
ensure that the measures of storytelling and interview performance ratings mapped onto the 
corresponding latent constructs. Second, I used AMOS 25 software to build a structural equation 
model to test my first, second, and third hypotheses, and used 5,000 bootstrapping  
 
samples to test the mediation effect. Third, to test whether using probing questions moderated the  
effect of autobiographical memory on interview performance ratings at the first stage of the 
mediation relationship, I used Hayes’ PROCESS macro (2018) to test the moderated mediation 
model employing 5,000 bootstrapping samples. The storytelling and interview performance 




ratings variables were imputed from AMOS 25 to represent values of the latent variables. Values 
for the storytelling and interview performance ratings latent variables were imputed from the 
structural equation model created in AMOS 25. The imputed values were then used in the 
moderated mediation analyses.  
Results 
Correlations 
 Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among measures. 
Overall, variables designed to capture the same construct were correlated. The indicators 
capturing storytelling (i.e., entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, imagery, engaging) 
displayed a range of moderate to high correlations with the latent construct representing 
storytelling (M = 1.75, SD = .47; r =.58, p < .001 to r = .96, p < .001). The indicators capturing 
interview performance ratings (i.e., communication, interpersonal, achievement, self-awareness, 
decision-making) also displayed a range of moderate to high correlations with the latent 
construct representing interview performance ratings (M = 3.21, SD = 1.04;  r = 0.65, p < .001 to 
r = .81, p < .001). Further, the latent constructs for storytelling and interview performance 
ratings were correlated with one another in the expected direction (r = .34, p < .001) and the 
individual variables largely reflected this same pattern. Probing condition was not correlated 
with memory (r = .00, n.s.) storytelling (r = .07, n.s.), or interview performance ratings (r = -.12, 
n.s.) but was related to the achievement dimension of interview performance ratings (M = 3.27, 
SD = .94; r = -.20, p = .007).  
 
 






All indicators of storytelling were correlated with one another (Table 1). Results of the 
confirmatory factor analysis using SEM indicated that all indicators were reflective of the latent 
storytelling construct (λ ranged from .57 to .94, all values significant at p < .001 level). The 
factor loadings shown in Table 2 are identical to the results of the factor analysis.  
Interview Performance Ratings 
Ratings on all interview performance dimensions were moderately correlated (Table 1). 
Results indicated that all ratings were significant reflections of the latent construct (λ ranged 
from .59 to .73, all values significant at p < .001 level). The factor loadings shown in Table 2 are 
identical to the results of the factor analysis.  
Hypothesis Testing  
Structural Equation Model 
 I used a structural equation model to test the first three hypotheses (Figure 2). Results 
indicated that the hypothesized model presented adequate fit (χ2 (52) = 108.86, p < .001, CFI = 
.95, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .06). Autobiographical memory (M = 2.19, SD = .92) had a direct 
positive effect on interview performance ratings (β =.21, p = .015; Table 2), which is consistent 
with Hypothesis 1. Storytelling also had a direct, positive effect on interview performance ratings 
(β =.24, p = .006), supporting Hypothesis 2. 




Table 1  
 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 1 
 
Notes. Memory = Autobiographical Memory. Storytelling = Values imputed from SEM model to represent latent construct. Performance 
= Behavioural Interview Performance Ratings values imputed from SEM model to represent latent construct. Decision = Decision-
making. Entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, imagery, and engaging capture story quality.   
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1.   Memory  2.19   .92 -               
2.   Storytelling  1.75   .47  .30** -              
3.   Performance  3.21 1.04  .31** .34** -             
4.   Entertaining  1.25   .39  .17* .63* .30** -            
5.   Emotional  1.90   .61  .38* .79** .27* .40** -           
6.   Memorable  1.63   .52  .26** .96** .27* .59**  .72** -          
7.   Original  2.30   .76  .27** .87** .35** .40**  .72** .80** -         
8.   Imagery  1.32   .32  .15* .58** .21* .60**  .43** .54** .42** -        
9.   Engaging  1.63   .53  .24** .96** .32** .59**  .71** .88** .81**  .52** -       
10. Communication  4.23   .85  .23** .20** .81** .19**  .15* .07 .18*  .06  .21** -      
11. Interpersonal  2.94 1.11  .12 .10 .65** .08  .07 .06 .14†  .08  .08  .48** -     
12. Achievement  3.27   .94  .17* .31** .77** .28**  .22* .25** .30**  .24**  .28**  .47**  .38** -    
13. Self-Awareness  3.36   .98  .20** .23** .73** .18*  .17* .17* .28**  .12  .21**  .50**  .35**  .45** -   
14. Decision  2.55   .93  .19** .18* .73** .15*  .15† .13† .19*  .13†  .17*  .45**  .41**  .48**  .41** -  
15. Probe Condition .51   .50  .00 .07 -.12 .03 .08 .06 .05 -.02  .10 -.07 -.10 -.20**  .01 -.09 - 





Study 1 Structural Equation Model 
 
Note. Structural equation model testing Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, in Study 1. Path coefficients are 




Study 1 Structural Equation Model Results 
 
 Storytelling  Interview Performance Ratings 
Variable ꞵ λ  ꞵ λ 
Autobiographical Memory  .29**   .21*  
Storytelling (latent)    .24*  
     Entertaining  .61**    
     Emotional  .77**    
     Memorable  .94**    
     Original  .85**    
     Imagery  .57**    
     Engaging  .94**    
Int. Performance (latent)      
     Communication     .73** 
     Interpersonal     .59** 
     Achievement     .69** 
     Self-awareness     .65** 
     Decision-making     .66** 
Notes. Int. Performance (latent) = the latent construct of interview performance ratings. ꞵ = 
Standardized regression weights for all path coefficients in structural equation model. λ = Factor 
loadings of all manifest variables onto the latent variables.  
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05   






































Hypothesis 3 predicted that storytelling would mediate the relationship between 
autobiographical memory and interview performance ratings. Results revealed that storytelling 
had a significant indirect effect on the relationship between autobiographical memory and 
interview performance ratings (Effect: .05, 95% CI [.01, .12]), supporting Hypothesis 3. 
Storytelling therefore partially mediated the relationship between autobiographical memory and 
interview performance ratings given that the direct relationship remained significant.  
Moderated Mediation 
Hypothesis 4 predicted that the inclusion of probing questions would moderate the 
process by which autobiographical memory influenced interview performance ratings. Results of 
moderated mediation analyses indicated that the indirect effect of autobiographical memory on 
interview performance ratings was significant when no probing questions were used in 
interviews (Effect = .07, 95% CI [.03, .13]) but was not significant when probing questions were 
used (Effect = .04, 95% CI [-.01, .09]). The confidence interval for the index of moderated 
mediation included 0, indicating that the two slopes were not significantly different (Index = .04, 
95% CI [-.02, .11]), however results are trending towards a first-stage moderation effect (Figure 
3), partially confirming Hypothesis 4. When interviewers did not ask any probing questions, 
storytelling seemed to enhance the relationship between autobiographical memory and interview 
performance ratings, but when interviewers asked probing questions, the relationship between 
autobiographical memory and storytelling was weaker, meaning that storytelling was not as 
effective at facilitating the relationship between autobiographical memory and interview 
performance ratings in the probing condition. These results indicate that storytelling might more  
 
 





Study 1 Moderated Mediation Interaction 
 
Note. Study 1 interaction between autobiographical memory and probing, whereby the 
relationship between autobiographical memory and storytelling is stronger when in the no 
probing condition than in the probing condition. 
 
effectively enhance interview ratings in interviews that use no probing questions than in 
interviews that do incorporate probing questions2. 
Discussion 
 The present study finds empirical support for the predictive relationship between 
autobiographical memory and interview performance ratings. When candidates were able to 
provide highly specific details about past experiences, interview ratings increased. The results 
also support the instrumental role that storytelling plays in driving this relationship. Storytelling 
partially mediated the positive relationship between autobiographical memory and interview 
performance ratings. Finally, the moderating role of probing was partially supported, indicating 
 
 
2 All analyses (correlations, t-tests, ANCOVAs, structural equation models) for Study 1 were also conducted using positive affect and 
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that including probing questions might reduce the need for impeccable autobiographical memory 
in behavioural interviews. This study therefore highlights three factors that affect interview 
performance ratings but that have been underemphasized in the literature.  
  Results of Study 1 present evidence supporting storytelling as a key mechanism driving 
the effect of autobiographical memory on interview performance ratings. However, given that 
autobiographical memory, storytelling, and interview performance ratings were all measured 
rather than manipulated, additional experimental studies are needed to establish causation. To 
address this issue, I will use the experimental-causal-chain method recommended by Spencer et 
al. (2005) for establishing confidence in storytelling as an important mediator. This approach to 
demonstrating psychological processes is compelling because it involves manipulating the 
independent variable to show that it has a causal effect on the mediator and then manipulating 
the mediating process variable to show that it has a causal effect on the dependent variable 
(Spencer et al., 2005). Studies 2 and 3 therefore manipulate autobiographical memory and 
storytelling, respectively, to provide additional confidence that storytelling is a key process 
variable driving the relationship between autobiographical memory and behavioural interview 
performance ratings.  
STUDY 2 
 In the first study, I highlighted that autobiographical memory is positively associated 
with behavioural interview performance ratings due to its connection to telling compelling 
stories. Study 2 examines the relationship between autobiographical memory and storytelling 
using an experimental approach. Through the use of interview transcripts, I isolate the impact of 
autobiographical memory on storytelling by manipulating the amount of autobiographical detail 
present in behavioural interview responses. As such, autobiographical memory in this study is 




operationalized as interview responses characteristic of high and low autobiographical memory 
details as opposed to actually manipulating the ability itself. I provide further confidence that 
differences in storytelling are directly linked to differences in autobiographical memory detail 
within interview responses. I argue that the provision of more autobiographical information in 
response to behavioural questions enhances storytelling in behavioural interviews. 
Theoretical Background 
 Pulling all necessary information about past situations from memory ensures that 
interviewer ratings are based on complete packages of information about candidate behaviour 
(Kessler, 2006). That is, the availability of more relevant autobiographical detail allows 
candidates to compile a complete and coherent narrative about past behaviour (Bangerter et al., 
2014). The STAR method, which has been a widely recommended approach for framing 
responses to behavioural interview questions (Kessler, 2006; Konope, 2014; Tross & Maurer, 
2008), specifies that candidates should outline details about the situation (i.e., context), task (i.e., 
demands of the situation), action (i.e., candidate behaviour), and result of the event (i.e., 
outcome). Doing so ensures that all of the core details necessary for interviewers to make 
informed ratings are provided. The ability to access enough relevant autobiographical detail that 
speaks to these aspects of past experiences then gives interviewers a higher-fidelity account of 
the event and allows candidates to tell higher-quality stories in response to behavioural interview 
questions.   
 Storytelling has been captured using several different measures. Some assess narrative 
prose according to highly specific linguistic features of stories (Schneider & Winship, 2002), 
allowing experts to get a sense of whether stories contain all necessary components. However, 
an alternative approach for measuring storytelling focuses on how stories are perceived by 




listeners according to core dimensions that define storytelling across contexts (Baron & Bluck, 
2011). The latter approach explains how lay-persons assess storytelling in social situations, 
making judgments about how entertaining (i.e., piques interest, amusing), emotional (i.e., 
arouses feeling), memorable (i.e., likely to be remembered, stands out), original (i.e., unique, 
unlike other stories), rich in imagery (i.e., descriptions that facilitate imagination of events), and 
engaging (i.e., hold attention, captivate) a story is (Baron & Bluck, 2011). Storytelling, as 
perceived by individuals who are not experts on the subject, such as interviewers, therefore relies 
on more than the sum of its structural parts. That is, ratings reflect a shared implicit theory of 
storytelling based on how effectively the narrative gets its point across to the listener, as opposed 
to the physical structure of the prose.   
 Given that personally significant stories that are rich in detail are considered high-quality 
(Baron & Bluck, 2009), elaborating on past experiences in more detail will likely enhance the 
perceived storytelling in responses to behavioural interview questions. Although providing too 
much personal and superfluous detail could be perceived negatively, providing more relevant 
autobiographical detail when describing past events will likely boost interviewer perceptions of 
stories by increasing the likelihood that the responses describing relevant past experiences that 
showcase one’s abilities will be memorable, engaging, entertaining, image-rich, emotional, and 
unique. I therefore predict that: 
 H5: Autobiographical memory details will positively predict perceptions of storytelling. 







 A pilot study was conducted to ensure that the interview response materials created were 
perceived to consist of high and low amounts of autobiographical memory content. Data from a 
sample of 50 professional participants were collected using Prolific Academic. Inclusion criteria 
consisted of having received a minimum of 75% approval rate for participation in past studies on 
Prolific, residing in North America, and having hiring experience. Four attention check items 
were included in the survey. Participants were asked to complete 2 content-based questions 
about the job description content and answer one question after having viewed each response 
within the transcript. These measures were taken to ensure that participants had read all material 
in full and were thus able to provide fully informed responses to all follow-up questions. Data 
from 17 participants were removed from the dataset due to attention check failure, resulting in a 
final sample size of 33 participants. The sample was gender balanced (48.6% females), primarily 
employed (80%), primarily Caucasian (80%), and approximately 44 years of age.  
Materials 
 Job Description. Participants were presented with the job description for a vacant entry-
level position within a fictious organization (Appendix E). The description was built using 
indicators found in the National Occupational Classification (NOC; Labour Market Data, 
Methods and Analysis Division, 2019) and the Occupational Information Network (O*Net; 
National Center for O*NET Development, 2019) to ensure that the job description appeared 
realistic. 




 Autobiographical Memory Conditions. Interview transcripts were modelled on 
responses to two behavioural questions that received high and low ratings in Study 1. Given that 
the measure for autobiographical memory in Study 1 focused on the amount of autobiographical 
detail provided in terms of time, place, perceptual, and mental state details,  I manipulated the 
amount of autobiographical memory detail that appeared in the candidate responses by changing 
the amount of each type of detail in candidate responses. In the high autobiographical memory 
condition, responses within the interview transcript contained more time, place, perceptual, and 
mental state details than those in the low autobiographical memory condition. To match both 
transcripts for length, the low autobiographical memory condition contained more general 
statements than the high autobiographical memory condition (Appendix F). 
Measures 
 Autobiographical Memory. Consistent with the manipulation of autobiographical 
memory described above, participants were asked to rate on a scale of 1 (vague) to 5 (clear), the 
degree to which candidate responses within transcripts contained information about where and 
when the event took place, perceptual details (i.e., visual, auditory, tactile, spatial-temporal, 
taste, olfactory), and character mental state (i.e., feelings, thoughts, opinions, beliefs, 
expectations). Responses on all 4 questions were then averaged for each interview response 
(Response 1 α = .77, Response 2 α = .77). I then averaged the Response 1 and Response 2 rating 
composites to create one higher-level average autobiographical memory rating. The scale is 
based loosely on the Memory Characteristics Questionnaire (Johnson et al., 1988), which was 
designed to capture each type of autobiographical memory using 39 very specific questions 
about one’s own recollections rated on similar scales.  
 





 Participants were asked to read a job description, review two behavioural interview 
responses that either contained high or low amounts of autobiographical memory details, 
evaluate each transcript for autobiographical memory content, and complete a basic 
demographic questionnaire. Eighteen participants were randomly assigned to the high 
autobiographical memory condition and 15 participants were randomly assigned to the low 
autobiographical memory condition. The presentation order for interview responses within 
transcripts was counterbalanced to eliminate order effects.  
Results 
 Descriptive statistics and correlations for the pilot study are presented in Table 3. As 
expected, all memory dimensions were significantly related to each other as well as to 
autobiographical memory condition.  
 T-tests found that average autobiographical memory ratings for the first interview 
response within transcripts were significantly higher in the high autobiographical memory 
condition (M = 3.79, SD = .70) than in the low autobiographical memory condition (M = 2.03, 
SD = .80; t (31) = 6.74, p < .001). Investigation of the individual dimensions of autobiographical 
memory also indicate that place, time, perceptual, and mental state ratings were significantly 
higher in the high autobiographical memory condition than in the low autobiographical memory 
condition. All t values were significant at the p < .001 level, with the exception of the perceptual 
(t (31) = 3.22, p = .003) and mental state (t (31) = 3.04, p = .005) dimensions. A similar pattern 
emerged for ratings in the high autobiographical memory condition and low autobiographical 
memory condition for the second interview response within transcripts, with all mean 
 





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2 Pilot 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Condition 1.55   .51 -      
2. Place 3.38 1.58 .77** -     
3. Time 2.89 1.33 .67** .75** -    
4. Perceptual 2.53 1.10 .48** .40* .38* -   
5. Mental State 3.58   .93 .58** .61** .50** .54** -  
6. Avg. Mem. 3.09   .98 .79** .89** .85** .69** .79** - 
Notes. Condition = autobiographical memory condition. Place, Time, Perceptual, and Mental 
State = Average of ratings of the 2 question responses in each transcript for each dimension. 
Avg. Mem. = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 questions.  
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01 
differences emerging as significantly different (place: t (31) = 6.90, p < .001; time: t (31) = 2.61, 
p = .014; mental state: t (31) = 2.99, p = .005) in the expected direction, with the exception of 
ratings on the perceptual dimension which displayed a marginally significant difference in the 
expected direction (t (31) = 1.87, p = .07) (Table 4).  
Table 4 
Independent Samples T-test Results for Study 2 Pilot 
  Low Memory High Memory   
Interview 
Response Variable M SD M SD Mean Difference t 
1 Memory 2.03   .80 3.79   .70 1.76 6.74** 
      Place 2.00 1.31 4.17 1.20 2.17 4.96** 
      Time 1.67   .98 4.00 1.28 2.33 5.78** 
      Perceptual 1.80 1.01 3.11 1.28 1.31 3.22** 
      Mental State 2.67 1.23 3.89 1.08 1.22 3.04* 
2 Memory 2.50   .89 3.78   .64 1.28 4.80** 
      Place 2.33 1.23 4.61   .61 2.28 6.90** 
      Time 2.20 1.21 3.39 1.38 1.19 2.61* 
      Perceptual 2.13 1.06 2.89 1.23 0.76 1.87† 
      Mental State 3.33   .98 4.22   .73 0.89 2.99** 
Notes.  
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01 







 A total of 260 professional participants were recruited through Prolific Academic. 
Inclusion criteria consisted of having received a minimum of 75% approval rate for participation 
in past studies on Prolific, residing in North America, having hiring experience, and not having  
participated in the pilot study. A total of 96 participants were removed from the dataset due to 
attention check failure, resulting in a final sample of 164 participants. Participants were 
primarily female (55%), approximately 42 years of age, primarily Caucasian (75%), and 
primarily currently employed (80%). 
Materials 
 Job Description. Participants were presented with the same job description that was 
used in the pilot study.  
 Autobiographical Memory Conditions. The same interview transcripts used in the pilot 
study were used. One transcript contained high and one transcript contained low 
autobiographical memory information. As described in the pilot, autobiographical detail was 
manipulated such that in the high autobiographical memory condition, interview responses 
contained more time, place, perceptual, and mental state details than those in the low 
autobiographical memory condition. Both transcripts were matched for length. 
Measures  
 Manipulation Check. After participants read the interview transcript, five questions 
were asked to ascertain that the transcript presented in the high autobiographical memory 
condition was perceived to contain more autobiographical detail than the transcript presented in 
the low autobiographical memory condition. As described above, participants rated how much 




time, place, perceptual, and mental state information was present in the responses on a scale of 1 
(vague) to 5 (clear). Ratings on all 4 questions were then averaged for each interview response 
(Response 1 α = .86, Response 2 α = .77), and the composite ratings for Response 1 and 
Response 2 were averaged to create one higher-level average autobiographical memory rating. 
Participants were also asked to provide an overall rating about how detailed each response was 
on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (very). Responses to these questions were then averaged to create 
one measure of overall autobiographical memory content.   
 Storytelling. To capture the culturally shared understanding of what constitutes a good 
story, Baron and Bluck’s (2011) measure of story quality was used. This measure allowed me to 
capture storytelling in terms of how a lay-person perceives stories. Participants were asked to 
rate each interview response within transcripts on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) 
according to how entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, and engaging the story was, as 
well as how much imagery was present. Ratings on all 6 dimensions were than averaged for each 
interview response (Response 1 α = .88, Response 2 α = .80) and the composite ratings for 
Response 1 and Response 2 were then averaged to create one higher-level average storytelling 
measure. 
Procedure 
 Participants were asked to read a job description and evaluate an interview transcript 
containing responses to two behavioural questions. After viewing each question response, 
participants completed the manipulation check measures, provided storytelling ratings, and 
answered basic demographic questions. The same attention check questions included in the pilot 
were included in the main study to ensure that participants read all questions, read the job 
description in full, and read responses to interview questions in full. Seventy-seven participants 




were randomly assigned to the low autobiographical memory condition and 87 participants were 
randomly assigned to the high autobiographical memory condition. The order of interview 
responses within transcripts and autobiographical memory measures (i.e., 4-item measures and 
overall 1-item measures) were counterbalanced to eliminate order effects. 
Results 
Correlations  
Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables included in 
analyses. As expected, average storytelling (M = 2.83, SD = .73) was significantly correlated 
with average autobiographical memory (M = 3.11, SD = .98), which was captured for 
manipulation check purposes (r =.77, p < .001). Autobiographical memory condition (M = 1.53, 
SD = .50) was also related to average storytelling ratings (r = .58, p < .001). 
Manipulation Check 
 
 Independent t-tests were used to investigate the effectiveness of the manipulation (Table 
6). The two conditions differed significantly on average autobiographical memory (t (162) = 
14.58, p < .001) indicating that the transcript used in the low autobiographical memory condition 
contained significantly less autobiographical memory content (M = 2.33, SD = .72) than the 
transcript used in the high autobiographical memory condition (M = 3.80, SD = .57). I followed 
up these analyses by investigating whether autobiographical memory ratings were significantly 
different for each of the individual autobiographical memory dimensions and found that 
participants in the low autobiographical memory condition reported significantly lower ratings 
on each dimension for each transcript than those in the high autobiographical memory condition, 
providing additional confidence that the manipulation was successful.  
 





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2  
Notes. Condition = autobiographical memory condition. Avg. Mem. = Autobiographical 
Memory score as averaged across 4 questions. Overall Mem. = Average of response to two 1-
item questions measuring overall autobiographical memory for each of the two questions posed 
within transcripts. Avg. Story = Storytelling score as averaged across 6 questions. 
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 




Independent Samples T-tests for Manipulation Check in Study 2  
 Low Memory High Memory    
Variable M SD M SD Mean Difference t d 
Memory 2.33   .72 3.80 .57 1.48 14.58** 2.26 
     Place 2.16 1.01 4.12 .82 1.96 13.73** 2.13 
     Time 2.04   .96 3.87 .78 1.83 13.46** 2.09 
     Perceptual 2.05   .93 3.11 .95 1.06   7.23** 1.13 
     Mental State 3.06   .86 4.11 .71 1.05   8.56** 1.33 
     Overall 2.84   .94 4.09 .55 1.25 10.58** 1.62 
Notes. All memory variables were averaged across both interview responses within transcripts.  




 A t-test was used to investigate whether storytelling ratings reported in the low 
autobiographical memory condition were significantly different from those in the high 
autobiographical memory condition. Results are presented in Table 7 and Figure 4. Average 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1.   Condition 1.53 .50 -          
2.   Avg. Mem. 3.11 .98 .75** -         
3.   Overall Mem. 3.50 .98 .64** .81** -        
4.   Entertaining 2.36 .98 .41** .52** .56** -       
5.   Emotional 2.73 .87 .21** .32** .29** .29** -      
6.   Memorable 2.91 .95 .61** .73** .78** .58** .25** -     
7.   Original 3.40 .95 .38** .55** .63** .36** .38** .62** -    
8.   Engaging 3.06 .97 .53** .69** .75** .55** .28** .81** .65** -   
9.   Imagery 2.51 .93 .54** .71** .73** .56** .36** .73** .50** .73** -  
10. Avg. Story 2.83 .73 .58** .77** .81** .73** .54** .87** .76** .88** .84** - 




storytelling ratings provided in the low autobiographical memory condition (M = 2.38, SD = .67) 
were significantly lower than average storytelling ratings provided in the high storytelling 
condition (M = 3.23, SD = .51; t (162) = 9.13, p < .001; d  = 1.43) and were in the expected 
direction, providing initial support for Hypothesis 5.  
Table 7 
Independent Sample T-tests Results for Study 2  
 
 Low Memory High Memory   
Variable M SD M SD t d 
Storytelling 2.38 .67 3.23 .51 9.13** 1.43 
     Entertaining 1.93 .95 2.74 .85 5.75 **   .90 
     Emotional 2.54 .83 2.91 .88 2.75 **   .43 
     Memorable 2.30 .83 3.46 .69 9.78 ** 1.53 
     Original 3.01 .99 3.74 .77 5.29 **   .82 
     Engaging 2.52 .93 3.53 .71 7.87 ** 1.22 
     Rich in Imagery 1.97 .82 2.98 .75 8.20 ** 1.29 
Notes. Storytelling = Storytelling score as averaged across all 6 dimensions. 
 **= p < .01 
 
Structural Equation Model  
 Results from the structural equation model (Figure 5) indicate that the model was a good 
fit for the data (χ2 (14) = 38.31, p < .001, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .05) and that all 
storytelling dimensions significantly map onto the latent storytelling construct (Table 8). The 
latent storytelling construct displayed a weaker relationship to the emotional dimension of 
storytelling (λ = .34, p < .001) relative to the other dimensions, however a significant 
relationship was still observed. Autobiographical memory condition significantly predicted 




3 All analyses (correlations, t-tests, ANCOVAs, structural equation models) for Study 2 were also conducted using emotionality and 
agreeableness as control variables. Results were not significantly different. See Appendix D for complete details regarding the measures, 
analyses, and results. 





Study 2 Mean Differences Between Autobiographical Memory Conditions 
 
Note. Study 2 t-test results indicating mean significant mean differences between average 




Study 2 Structural Equation Model 
 
 














































Study 2 Structural Equation Model Results  
 
 Storytelling (latent) 
Variable ꞵ λ 
Condition .63**  
Storytelling (latent) -   
     Entertaining  .64** 
     Emotional  .34** 
     Memorable  .91** 
     Original  .68** 
     Engaging  .90** 
     Rich in Imagery  .82** 
Notes. All path coefficients reported in standardized form.  
Storytelling measures = ratings on six individual dimensions  
used to capture story quality. 
** = p < .01 
Discussion 
Results of Study 2 indicate that interview responses containing more autobiographical 
memory content are also perceived to be better stories. This provides support for the argument 
that providing more autobiographical memory detail in behavioural interview responses is 
important for enhancing rater perceptions of those responses as qualitatively better stories, which 
are essential for effectively conveying one’s experience to interviewers. The significant 
relationships that emerged confirms the first link of the causal chain, as manipulating 
autobiographical memory predicted significant differences in storytelling ratings.  
 To explore the second link of the causal chain and provide additional confidence in the 
role of storytelling as a mediator that enhances the relationship between autobiographical 
memory and interview performance ratings, one additional study is needed. In Study 3, I 
manipulated storytelling by adjusting the interview transcripts presented to participants to 
include either better or worse stories in response to behavioural interview questions.  





 Study 1 highlights that the ability to tell high quality stories is important to interview 
outcomes. Study 2 builds onto this by experimentally manipulating autobiographical memory 
details to establish the causal role that memory plays in storytelling, showing that differences in 
autobiographical memory within interview responses predict changes in storytelling perceptions. 
Study 3 adds to the present work by manipulating storytelling in behavioural interviews and 
investigating the impact that storytelling has on interview ratings.  As was the case with 
autobiographical memory in Study 2, Study 3 is intended to establish causality by highlighting 
that manipulated storytelling predicts changes in interview ratings. Also similar to Study 2, 
storytelling was manipulated using transcripts of interview responses characteristic of high and 
low storytelling details. 
Theoretical Background 
 Non-behavioural interview questions present drawbacks such as a lack of verifiability 
and an increased likelihood of faking (Levashina & Campion, 2006). However, such questions 
also demand less from candidates. For example, situational questions outline the contextual 
details surrounding a dilemma and candidates detail their intended behaviour in response to the 
situation (Latham et al., 1980). Behavioural questions, on the other hand, require that candidates 
provide all contextual information to situate interviewers before outlining details about actions 
taken (Kessler, 2006). As a result, the onus of conveying a complete and compelling response to 
interview questions is placed largely on the candidate in behavioural interviews, as details of 
past experiences are typically only accessible to interviewers through the information conveyed 
by candidates.  




 The way a person reasons about their own memories and the way such information is 
used to shape a narrative impact one’s motivation, emotions, and actions (Singer & Bluck, 
2001), and can form the basis for others’ perceptions (Adaval et al., 2007). Responses that 
effectively integrate information about core aspects of past experiences (i.e., situation, task, 
action, and result) are perceived favourably by interviewers (Tross & Maurer, 2008). Further, the 
linguistic elements of interview question responses (e.g., positive and negative emotion words, 
and self-referents) affect the nature of rater impressions (Berry et al., 1997), supporting the 
notion that both the type of information conveyed and the manner in which it is conveyed affect 
interviewer perceptions about individuals. A high-quality response to behavioural questions 
therefore involves telling high-quality stories about past experiences using appropriate language 
to describe the event in terms of its core components. 
 Storytelling has been a central element of social development and human survival for 
centuries. Evolutionary psychology indicates that language and stories have been used to 
manipulate others to serve one’s own interests, develop and maintain social relationships, and 
share as well as acquire important information since language has existed (Caporeal, 2001; 
Sugiyama, 2001). Storytelling can also act as an indicator for the cognitive capacities of others 
(e.g., planning, creativity; Miller, 1998), as good storytellers are able to recount their 
experiences in such a way that simulates the experience for the listener and conveys life 
experience (Sugiyama, 2001). As such, storytelling is a means of communicating that requires 
substantial skill and finesse to craft believable accounts that re-create experiences for listeners.  
 Good stories are engaging, entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, and image-rich 
(Baron & Bluck, 2011), and serve social functions such as preserving bonds with others (Alea & 
Bluck, 2007). Sharing autobiographical details with others signals a sense of closeness between 




individuals (Beike et al., 2016), which would serve candidates well in interviews by fostering a 
connection between candidates and interviewers (Alea & Bluck, 2003). As such, the manner in 
which a story is told is just as important as the type and amount of autobiographical detail shared 
to ground stories in past experiences. The way that fundamental details are presented could 
influence whether interviewers are truly convinced by the account, which will ultimately be 
reflected in ratings of candidate interview performance.  As such, I propose the following: 




 A pilot study was conducted first to ensure that the interview response materials were 
perceived as high and low on storytelling. Data were collected from a sample of 50 professional 
participants through Prolific Academic. Inclusion criteria consisted of having received a 
minimum of 75% approval rate for participation in past studies on Prolific, residing in North 
America, having hiring experience, and not having participated in the pilot or main Study 2. 
Data from 16 participants were removed from the dataset due to attention check failure using the 
same data removal procedure as that stipulated in Study 2. The final sample consisted of 34 
participants. The sample was primarily female (52.9%), employed (76.5%), Caucasian (67.6%), 
and approximately 37 years of age.  
Materials 
 Job Description. Participants were presented with the same job description created for 
Study 2.  




 Storytelling Conditions. The prose used in the interview transcript stimuli were 
modelled after responses that received high storytelling ratings in Study 1. Two transcripts were 
created, each containing responses to the same two behavioural questions used in Study 2 that 
included the same core autobiographical details. In the high storytelling condition, the transcript 
was written in a manner that is engaging, entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, and 
contains imagery to align with Baron and Bluck’s (2011) measure outlining that each of these 
elements is fundamental to qualitatively good storytelling. In the low storytelling condition, the 
transcript responses were less compelling and coherent. Response details were out of 
chronological order, causal linkages were removed, and details specific to character’s accounts 
of lessons learned from experiences were removed. Such adjustments were made according to 
Reese and colleagues’ (2011) recommendations regarding what differentiates highly coherent 
stories from less coherent stories. Both transcripts were comparable in length (Appendix G).  
Measures  
 Storytelling. Participants were asked to rate the interview responses on a scale of 1 (not 
at all) to 5 (extremely) according to how entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, and 
engaging the story was, as well as how much imagery was present in behavioural interview 
question responses. Responses to these 6 questions were then averaged across dimensions for 
each response within the transcript (Response 1 α = .82, Response 2 α = .86). These two 
composite measures were then averaged to create one measure of storytelling. One additional 
item asked participants to rate whether the story provided in response to each behavioural 
question was of high quality or not (i.e., “was the story good?”) on a scale of 1 (very bad) to 7 
(very good), and these two ratings were then averaged to capture overall storytelling. Past 




research has successfully used this one-item measure to capture a more global level of story 
quality (Baron & Bluck, 2009; James et al., 1998).  
 Autobiographical Memory. To ensure that the transcripts were not significantly 
different in autobiographical memory content, participants completed the 4-item measure of 
autobiographical memory used in Study 2 and responses were averaged for each interview 
response in the transcript (Response 1 α = .50, Response 2 α = .55). These composite measures 
were then averaged to create one higher-level measure of average autobiographical memory. 
Participants also completed a 1-item overall measure of autobiographical memory (i.e., “overall, 
how detailed was the response?”) for each response within the transcript. Participants rated each 
response on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (very) and those ratings were also averaged to capture 
overall autobiographical memory. 
Procedure 
 Participants were asked to read a job description, review two behavioural interview 
responses that either contained high or low storytelling, evaluate each transcript for 
autobiographical memory and storytelling content, and complete a basic demographic 
questionnaire. Seventeen participants were randomly assigned to the high storytelling condition 
and 17 participants were randomly assigned to the low storytelling condition. The order in which 
interview responses were shown within the transcript, as well as the order that autobiographical 
memory and storytelling measures were presented (i.e., presenting questions about specific 
dimensions before or after the overall questions) was counterbalanced to eliminate order effects. 
Results 
Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 9. As expected, most of the 
memory dimensions were correlated with one another and most of the autobiographical memory  






Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 3 Pilot 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1.   Condition 1.50   .51 -               
2.   Place 3.96   .97 -.23 -              
3.   Time 3.50   .84 -.32†  .73** -             
4.   Perceptual 2.49   .93  .30†  .19 .10 -            
5.   Mental State 4.07   .65  .16 -.07 .15 .13 -           
6.   Avg. Mem. 3.50   .55 -.05  .78** .79** .58** .38* -          
7.   Over. Mem. 4.00   .65  .09  .48** .47** .11 .39* .55** -         
8.   Entertain 2.90   .99  .20  .18 .27 .38* .43* .47** .58** -        
9.   Emotional 3.26 1.05  .26  .03 .09 .49** .28 .33† .11 .55** -       
10. Memorable 3.34 1.03  .16  .05 .17 .42* .65** .46** .49** .71** .64** -      
11. Original 3.76   .86 -.07  .25 .11 .42* .14 .37* .40* .40* .35* .60** -     
12. Engaging 3.50   .95  .16  .20 .31† .47** .65** .60** .47** .72** .63** .86** .40* -    
13. Imagery 2.84   .74  .26  .11 .16 .48** .20 .37* .17 .34* .27 .39* .08 .40* -   
14. Avg. Story 3.27   .72  .21  .17 .24 .57** .53** .57** .49** .83** .78** .93** .62** .89** .51** -  
15. Over. Story 5.21 1.12  .32†  .05 .30† .20 .54** .38* .61** .71** .47** .69** .29† .77** .37* .73**     - 
Note. Condition = Storytelling condition. Avg. Mem. = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 dimensions. Over. 
Mem. = Average of response to 1-item measures of overall autobiographical memory. Avg. Story = Storytelling score as averaged 
across 6 dimensions. Over. Story = Average of responses to 1-item measures of overall storytelling. Int. Perf. = Average of response 
to 1-item questions capturing interview performance ratings. 
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01




dimensions were correlated with one another. Average autobiographical memory ratings were 
significantly related to average storytelling ratings (r =.57, p < .001) and overall 
autobiographical memory ratings (M = 4.00, SD = .65) were related to overall storytelling ratings 
(M = 5.21, SD = 1.12; r = .61, p < .001). Storytelling condition (M = 1.50,  SD = .51) was also 
marginally related to overall storytelling ratings (r =.32, p = .06), trending in the expected 
direction in its relation to average storytelling ratings (r = .21, n.s.), and unrelated to overall (r = 
.09, n.s.) and average (r = -.05, n.s.) autobiographical memory ratings.  
 Mean differences were examined for each dimension of each question within the 
transcripts (Table 10). Results were mixed, however mean differences were generally larger for 
storytelling measures than for the measures of autobiographical memory. Average storytelling 
ratings for question 1 (t (32) = 2.24, p = .03) were significantly higher in the high storytelling 
condition (M = 3.70, SD = .63) than in the low storytelling condition (M = 3.12, SD = .86). 
Overall storytelling ratings for question 2 (t (32) = 2.03, p = .05) were marginally higher in the 
high storytelling condition (M = 5.65, SD = 1.37) than in the low storytelling condition (M = 
4.59, SD = 1.66). Means displayed significant, or marginally significant, differences on the 
emotional (t (32) = 2.25, p = .03), memorable (t (32) = 1.76, p = .09), and imagery (t (32) = 2.33, 
p = .03) dimensions of storytelling for question 1, where participants in the high storytelling 
condition reported higher ratings (emotional: M = 3.94, SD = 1.14; memorable: M = 3.76, SD = 
.90; imagery: M = 3.35, SD = .93) than those in the low storytelling condition (emotional: M = 
3.06, SD = 1.14; memorable: M = 3.12, SD = 1.22; imagery: M = 2.53, SD = 1.13). All 
significant and marginal mean differences for measures capturing storytelling were in the 
expected direction, indicating that responses to behavioural questions in the high storytelling 
condition were considered better stories than those in the low storytelling condition.  





Independent Samples T-tests for Study 3 Pilot 
 
  Low Storytelling High Storytelling   
Interview 
Response Variable M SD M SD 
Mean 
Difference t 
1 Storytelling 3.12        .86    3.70        .63         .58  2.24* 
      Entertaining 2.82      1.19    3.41        .87         .59  1.65 
      Emotional 3.06      1.14    3.94      1.14         .88  2.25* 
      Memorable 3.12      1.22    3.76        .90         .65  1.76† 
      Original 3.82      1.01    3.88      1.11         .06    .16 
      Engaging 3.35      1.17    3.82        .88         .47  1.32 
      Imagery 2.53      1.13    3.35        .93         .82  2.33* 
      Overall 5.12      1.27    5.47      1.13         .35    .86 
 Memory 3.51        .71    3.75        .61         .24  1.04 
      Place 4.24      1.15    4.12        .99        -.12   -.32 
      Time 3.76      1.25    3.59      1.00        -.18   -.45 
      Perceptual 2.29      1.11    2.94      1.14         .65  1.68† 
      Mental State 3.76        .90    4.35        .61         .59  2.23* 
      Overall 4.00      1.06    4.00        .71         .00    .00 
        
2 Storytelling 3.12        .94    3.14        .75         .02    .07 
      Entertaining 2.59      1.28    2.76      1.15         .18    .42 
      Emotional 2.94      1.20    3.12      1.21         .18    .43 
      Memorable 3.24      1.30    3.24      1.03         .00    .00 
      Original 3.82        .81    3.53      1.07       -.29   -.91 
      Engaging 3.35      1.37    3.47        .94         .12    .29 
      Imagery 2.76      1.03    2.71        .77        -.06   -.19 
      Overall 4.59      1.66    5.65      1.37       1.06  2.03† 
 Memory 3.54        .55    3.21        .84        -.34 -1.38 
      Place 4.12        .93    3.35      1.50        -.76 -1.79† 
      Time 3.76      1.09    2.88      1.17        -.88 -2.28* 
      Perceptual 2.12        .86    2.59      1.12         .47    .38 
      Mental State 4.18      1.02    4.00        .79        -.18   -.57 
      Overall 3.88        .70    4.12        .86         .24    .88 
Notes.  
  †= p < .10  
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01 
 
 Mean differences for average autobiographical memory were not significant for question 
1 (t (32) = 1.04, n.s.) or question 2 (t (32) = -1.38, n.s.) and mean differences on individual 
dimensions of autobiographical memory were primarily nonsignificant. The only significant 




differences that emerged were on the dimensions of mental state for question 1 (t (32) = 2.23, p = 
.03) and time for question 2 (t (32) = -2.28, p = .03). This provided confidence that the two 
conditions differed more on storytelling than autobiographical memory content. 
Main Study 
Participants 
 Participants for Study 3 consisted of 168 professional participants recruited through 
Prolific Academic. Data from 57 participants were excluded due to failure of attention checks 
using the same procedure as that used for Study 2, resulting in a final sample of 111 participants. 
Participants were primarily female (54.1%), reported an average of approximately 40 years of 
age, and were primarily Caucasian (73%) as well as currently employed (81.1%). I ensured that 
each condition consisted of data from at least 50 participants. Several recommendations exist for 
how to best calculate the sample size required to achieve adequate power, however a minimum 
of 50 participants per condition is considered adequate for detecting moderate effect sizes (See 
Maxwell et al., 2008 for review). Inclusion criteria for Study 3 consisted of a study approval rate 
of at least 75%, residing in either Canada or the United States, possessing hiring experience, and 
not having completed Study 2 or the Study 3 pilot.  
 
Materials 
 Job Description. Participants were presented with the same job description created for 
Study 2.  
 Storytelling Conditions. As described in the pilot study, interview transcript stimuli 
were modelled after responses that received high storytelling ratings in Study 1. Reponses in 
both transcripts contained the same core autobiographical details. In the high storytelling 
condition, the transcript was written in an engaging, entertaining, emotional, memorable, 




original, and image-rich manner. In the low storytelling condition, the transcript responses were 
less compelling and consisted of non-chronological details, no causal linkages, and no notion 
that characters learned from the experiences recounted. Transcripts were comparable in length.  
Measures 
 Manipulation Check. After reading the interview transcript, participants were asked to 
complete a short manipulation check measure to ascertain that the transcript presented in the high 
storytelling condition was perceived as containing better stories than the transcript presented in 
the low storytelling condition. Participants were asked to rate the interview responses on a scale 
of 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) according to how entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, 
and engaging the story was, as well as how much imagery was present in behavioural interview 
question responses. Responses to these 6 questions were then averaged across dimensions for 
each response within the transcript (Response 1 α = .83, Response 2 α = .81). These two 
composite measures were then averaged to create a higher-level measure of average storytelling. 
One additional item asked participants to rate whether the story provided in response to each 
behavioural question was or was not high quality (i.e., “was the story good?”) on a scale of 1 
(very bad) to 7 (very good), and these ratings were then averaged to capture overall storytelling. 
 In addition, participants completed the 4-item measure of autobiographical memory used 
in Study 2 for each interview response to ensure that the transcripts were not significantly 
different in autobiographical memory content. Responses were then averaged across dimensions 
for each response within the transcript (Response 1 α = .59, Response 2 α = .61) and these 
composites were then averaged to create a higher-level measure of average autobiographical 
memory. Participants also completed a 1-item overall measure of autobiographical memory (i.e., 
“overall, how detailed was the response?”) for each response within the transcript. Participants 




rated each response on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (very) and those ratings were averaged to 
capture overall autobiographical memory. 
 Interview Performance Ratings. Participants were asked to rate responses to each 
behavioural interview question response on a scale of 1 (primarily negative) to 7 (primarily 
positive). Ratings for both responses were then averaged to create a composite measure of 
interview performance ratings. 
Procedure  
Participants read a job description and evaluated an interview transcript containing 
responses to two behavioural questions. After viewing each question response, participants 
completed the manipulation check measures, provided interview performance ratings, and 
answered basic demographic questions. Attention check questions were included throughout to 
ensure that participants read all questions, read the job description in full, and read responses to 
interview questions in full. Fifty-two participants were randomly assigned to the low storytelling 
condition and 59 participants were randomly assigned to the high storytelling condition. The 
order in which interview responses within transcripts were presented, as well as the order in 
which autobiographical memory and storytelling measures were presented (i.e., presenting 
questions about specific dimensions before or after the overall questions), was counterbalanced 
to eliminate order effects. 
Results 
Correlations 
 Descriptive statistics and correlations among variables of interest are presented in Table 
11. As expected, all storytelling dimensions were significantly or marginally related to interview 
performance ratings (M = 4.24, SD = 0.56). Storytelling condition (M = 1.53, SD = 0.50) was  





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 3 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.   Condition 1.53   .50 -            
2.   Avg. Mem. 3.70   .61 .28** -           
3.   Over. Mem. 3.98   .73 .35** .53** -          
4.   Entertain 2.77   .91 .25** .48** .41** -         
5.   Emotional 3.28   .87 .42** .22* .17† .21* -        
6.   Memorable 3.39   .92 .36** .59** .57** .54** .13 -       
7.   Original 3.79   .88 .18† .26** .33** .36** .21* .45** -      
8.   Engaging 3.52   .87 .26** .54** .58** .59** .18† .79** .52** -     
9.   Imagery 2.91 1.00 .25** .61** .54** .60** .20* .70** .35** .71** -    
10. Avg. Story 3.28   .66 .39** .62** .60** .76** .43** .83** .65** .87** .83** -   
11. Over. Story 5.32 1.07 .29** .50** .67** .44** .11 .65** .39** .68** .55** .65** -  
12. Int. Perf. 4.24   .56 .17† .35** .54** .32** .16† .53** .36** .54** .45** .54** .63** - 
Notes. Condition = Storytelling condition. Avg. Mem. = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 dimensions. Over. 
Mem. = Average of response to 1-item measures of overall autobiographical memory. Avg. Story = Storytelling score as averaged 
across 6 dimensions. Over. Story = Average of responses to 1-item measures of overall storytelling. Int. Perf. = Average of response 
to 1-item questions capturing interview performance ratings. 
†= p < .10 
*= p < .05 
**= p < .01
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significantly related to all storytelling dimensions and marginally related to interview 
performance ratings (r = .17, p = .08). However, moderate to strong relationships also emerged 
between autobiographical measures (overall: M = 3.98, SD = .73; average: M = 3.70, SD = .61) 
and storytelling measures (overall:   M = 5.32, SD = 1.07; average: M = 3.28, SD = .66). Average 
autobiographical memory was related to average storytelling (r = .62, p < .001), overall 
storytelling (r = .50, p < .001), as well as storytelling condition (r = .28, p = .003) and overall 
autobiographical memory was related to average storytelling (r = .60, p < .001), overall 
storytelling (r = .67, p < .001), as well as storytelling condition (r =.35, p < . 001). Average (r = 
.35, p < .001) and overall (r = .54, p < .001) autobiographical memory were related to interview 
performance ratings. Average and overall storytelling also displayed significant relationships 
with interview performance ratings (average: r = .54, p < .001; overall: r = .63, p < .001). 
Manipulation Check   
 The manipulation indicated that storytelling ratings did significantly differ between both 
groups. Participants in the low storytelling condition provided significantly lower ratings on all 
dimensions than those in the high storytelling condition. Although all storytelling ratings were 
significantly higher in the high storytelling condition than in the low storytelling condition, 
results also indicated that the interview responses presented in each condition were perceived as 
containing different amounts of autobiographical memory content as well, despite having been  
built based on the same transcript and despite not being significantly different in average 
autobiographical memory content in the pilot study (Table 12). Upon further inspection, this 
difference was driven by differences on the mental state dimension (t (109) = 5.84, p < .001). 
The one-item question capturing overall perceptions of how detailed the responses were (t (109) 
= 3.84, p < .001) also displayed significant mean differences. As such, it appears that the 
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manipulation was successful in manipulating storytelling but may have also manipulated certain 
elements of autobiographical memory to some degree.  
Table 12 
 
Independent Samples T-tests for Manipulation Check in Study 3 
 
 Low Storytelling High Storytelling    
Variable   M   SD   M SD    t  d 
Storytelling 3.00   .63 3.52   .60 4.46**    .85 
     Entertaining 2.53   .87 2.99   .90 2.74**    .52 
     Emotional 2.89   .79 3.62   .79 4.88**    .92 
     Memorable 3.04   .95 3.69   .78 3.99**    .75 
     Original 3.63   .92 3.94   .82 1.91†    .36 
     Engaging 3.28   .88 3.73   .81 2.82**    .53 
     Rich in Imagery 2.64 1.04 3.15   .91 2.75**    .52 
     Overall Storytelling 4.99 1.11 5.60   .95 3.11**    .59 
       
Autobiographical Memory 3.52   .64 3.85   .56 3.02**     .55 
     Place 4.16   .93 4.36   .70 1.24       .24 
     Time 3.52   .87 3.71 1.02 1.01       .20 
     Perceptual 2.68 1.01 2.95 1.07 1.34       .26 
     Mental State 3.69   .92 4.40   .51 5.48**    .95 
     Overall Memory 3.71   .76 4.20   .62 3.84**    .71 
Notes. Storytelling = Storytelling score as averaged across 6 questions. All other measures were 
averaged across questions 1 and 2 for each condition.  
  † = p < .10 




 A t-test was used to investigate whether interview ratings reported in the low storytelling 
condition were significantly different from those in the high storytelling condition. Results of the 
analysis are presented in Table 13 and Figure 6. Interview ratings provided in the low 
storytelling condition (M = 4.14, SD = .64) were lower than interview ratings provided in the 
high storytelling condition (M = 4.33, SD = .45), however the difference was only marginally 
significant (t (109) = 1.78, p = .08). The mean difference and effect size (d = .35) were small. 




Independent Sample T-test Results for Study 3  
 
 Low Storytelling High Storytelling   
Variable M SD M SD t d 
Interview Performance Ratings 4.14 .64   4.33     .45 1.78† .35 




Study 3 Mean Differences Between Storytelling Conditions 
 
 
Note. Study 3 t-test results indicating differences between interview performance ratings in the 
high and low storytelling conditions. 
 
ANCOVA  
 Given that the manipulation was not as strong as expected, these results could be 
confounded with perceived differences on autobiographical memory content. As such, I also ran 
an ANCOVA (Table 14) to investigate whether this relationship emerged beyond the effect of 
average autobiographical memory ratings and overall ratings. In this model, overall 
autobiographical memory ratings predicted interview ratings (F (1,107) = 26.11, p < .001,  
ɳp2 = .20), however average autobiographical memory ratings (F (1,107) = .97, n.s., ɳp2 = .01) 























Interview Performance Ratings Reported in Low 
and High Storytelling Conditions




ANCOVA Results for Study 3 Predicting Interview Performance Ratings 
 
Variables Sum of Squares df Mean Square F ɳp2 
Covariates      
     Average Memory               .21 1          .21  .97 .01 
     Overall Memory             5.79 1        5.79 26.11** .20 
Predictor of Interest      
     Condition               .03 1          .03     .13 .00 
Error           23.72 107            .22   
Notes. Condition = high versus low storytelling conditions.  
** = p < .01 
Structural Equation Model 
 To further explore whether storytelling condition predicted interview performance ratings, 
a structural equation model was built. Given that the stimuli may have manipulated perceptions of 
autobiographical memory alongside storytelling, models including and excluding the two 
measures of autobiographical memory (i.e., the average of the 4 autobiographical 
dimensions and the average of the one-item overall measures) were compared first. Fit for the 
model excluding the autobiographical memory measures was substantially worse (χ2 (1) = 2.76, 
p = .097, CFI = .76, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .06) than fit for the model that included them       
(χ2 (2) = 2.65, n.s., CFI = .99, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03), therefore the model that included 
the autobiographical memory measures as control variables was interpreted. (Figure 7). Overall 
autobiographical memory emerged as the only significant predictor of interview performance 
ratings (ꞵ = .93, p < .001), and interview performance ratings for each of the two responses 
within transcripts significantly mapped on to the latent variable of interview performance ratings 
(Response 1: λ = .49, p= .002, Response 2: λ = .31, p = .002). Path coefficient and factor loadings 
can be found in Table 15. 
 
 




Study 3 Structural Equation Model 
 





Study 3 Structural Equation Model Results 
 
 Interview Performance Ratings 
Variable ꞵ λ 
Autobiographical Memory .10  
Overall Autobiographical Memory .93**  
Condition .02  
Interview Response 1  .49** 
Interview Response 2  .31** 
Notes. Regression weights reported are in standardized form.  
** = p < .01 
 
Additional Analyses 
 Although the manipulation also seemed to have manipulated perceptions of 
autobiographical memory content to some degree, I conducted a regression analysis to explore 
whether autobiographical memory and storytelling accounted for unique variance in interview 
performance ratings. Average autobiographical memory as well as overall autobiographical 
memory were included in step one of the regression analysis and step two contained the average 
and overall storytelling measures. This allowed for investigation of whether variance in 
storytelling perceptions predicted interview performance ratings, but rather than using 














MEMORY, STORYTELLING, PROBING           60 
 
 
average and overall storytelling ratings as predictors. This approach allowed me to investigate 
any differences that might have been masked when focusing only on the dichotomous variable of 
storytelling condition. 
 Results indicate that average storytelling (ꞵ = .22, p = .04) and overall storytelling           
(ꞵ = .40, p = .001) do account for unique variance above and beyond variance accounted for by 
average autobiographical memory (ꞵ = -.09, n.s.) and overall autobiographical memory (ꞵ = .19, 
p = .07; Table 16). As such, it appears that these studies replicate those found in Study 1 and 
suggest that using a stronger manipulation could be fruitful moving forward4.  
Table 16 
 
Hierarchical Regression for Study 3 
 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variable ꞵ SE R2  ꞵ SE R2 
Autobiographical Memory .09   .09 .30  -.09    .09 .44 
Overall Memory .49**   .07    .19†    .08  
Storytelling      .22*    .09  
Overall Storytelling      .40**    .06  
Notes. Autobiographical Memory = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 
dimensions. Storytelling = Storytelling score as averaged across 6 questions. Overall measures = 
Average of responses to 1-item measures of overall storytelling.  
  † =  p < .10 
  * =  p < .05 
** = p < .01 
Discussion 
 Although the present study found that interview performance ratings in the high 
storytelling condition were marginally higher than ratings in the low storytelling condition, the 
effect size was relatively small and was not a significant predictor of interview performance 
 
 
4 All analyses (correlations, t-tests, ANCOVAs, structural equation models) for Study 3 were also conducted using emotionality and 
agreeableness as control variables. Results were not significantly different. See Appendix D for complete details regarding the measures, 
analyses, and results. 
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ratings when autobiographical memory was included in the model. The transcripts used in the 
present study did effectively manipulate storytelling, however it appears that it may have also 
manipulated autobiographical memory to some degree which could explain why 
autobiographical memory ratings emerged as the main driver of interview performance ratings. 
The results therefore seem to replicate the findings of Study 1 when autobiographical memory is 
captured in an interview context. 
 The additional analyses conducted provide some interesting findings that hint to the 
presence of a relationship between storytelling and interview performance ratings. A hierarchical 
regression found that storytelling and overall storytelling significantly predicted interview 
performance ratings, above and beyond the effect of autobiographical memory measures. Such 
findings further extend the results of Study 1 to show that candidate storytelling within the 
interview context predicts behavioural interview ratings. Based on these findings, it is therefore 
likely that this relationship exists, but that a stronger manipulation that alters storytelling without 
altering autobiographical memory is needed before any firm conclusions can be drawn.   
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Summary 
 The present study finds that autobiographical memory and storytelling play important 
roles in behavioural interviews. Study 1 found that autobiographical memory predicted 
behavioural interview performance ratings, that this effect was mediated by storytelling, and that 
the inclusion of probing questions may moderate this relationship. In Study 1, autobiographical 
memory and storytelling were captured as abilities and they were measured outside of the 
interview context. Results of Study 1 therefore found that one’s ability to tap into 
autobiographical events in detail and tell compelling stories in everyday life are related to 
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performance in behavioural interview settings. Preliminary evidence suggests that the inclusion 
of probing questions could attenuate this relationship, serving as a way for interviewers to 
retrieve more autobiographical details from individuals who struggle to initially provide 
substantial detail. 
 Studies 2 and 3 were conducted to provide additional support for the significant 
mediation relationship that emerged from Study 1. Two experimental manipulations in 
behavioural interview contexts were designed to form a causal chain (Spencer et al., 2005). The 
relationship between autobiographical memory and storytelling was tested in Study 2 by 
manipulating autobiographical memory detail and using a between-subjects design to examine 
whether this manipulation was related to differences in storytelling. Results confirmed that 
behavioural interview responses consisting of more autobiographical memory detail were 
perceived as better stories than those responses that consisted of less autobiographical memory 
detail. These results support my hypothesis and form the first link of the causal chain.  
 In Study 3, I investigated the relationship between storytelling and interview performance 
ratings using a between-subjects design where storytelling was manipulated. Results of Study 3 
found that the storytelling manipulation was associated with specific dimensions of 
autobiographical memory perceptions, thus complicating the interpretation of results. Interview 
performance ratings were slightly higher in the high as opposed to low storytelling condition, 
however this effect was marginally significant, and the effect size was fairly small. SEM results 
confirmed the small effect of storytelling condition on interview performance ratings, as the best 
fitting model for the data was one that included autobiographical memory measures as predictors 
alongside storytelling condition. The effects of autobiographical memory measures on interview 
performance ratings eclipsed any predictive effect that storytelling condition had on interview 
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performance ratings. As such, these findings provided some additional support for Study 1 
results but were inconclusive regarding whether storytelling has a causal link to interview 
performance ratings as the manipulation was not successful.  
 Follow-up regression analyses were conducted to shed some additional light on the 
relationship between storytelling and interview performance ratings in Study 3. Although 
autobiographical memory measures predicted interview performance ratings when such 
measures were the only predictors in the model, these effects all but disappeared once the 
continuous storytelling measures were added into the model in the second step and storytelling 
measures emerged as significant predictors of interview performance ratings. These findings 
point to the possibility that using a stronger storytelling manipulation might confirm the last 
hypothesis and complete the experimental-causal-chain.  
Interpretation of Results 
 Three additional factors could explain why the storytelling manipulation also appeared to 
manipulate autobiographical memory in Study 3. First, it is possible that Study 3 lacked the 
power necessary to detect the relatively small effect. Storytelling and autobiographical memory 
emerged as moderately correlated (r = .62, p <.001) and the mean differences in storytelling 
conditions were largely within one point. This could indicate that the effect size of storytelling 
condition as a predictor of interview performance ratings is likely small, requiring more power to 
detect significant differences between conditions. It is therefore possible that a larger sample size 
could allow some of these effects to emerge more clearly.  
 Second, it is possible that the transcripts used in Study 3 were too long. The low 
storytelling condition consisted of comparable details to those included in the high storytelling 
condition, however it mixed up the chronological presentation of such details. Given that both 
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transcripts were comparable in length, the presence of so many details in a disorganized manner 
could have made it seem as though fewer autobiographical details were present once participants 
were asked to evaluate autobiographical content. 
 Third, it is also possible that manipulating storytelling without also manipulating 
autobiographical memory is not feasible as it is unrealistic. The provision of detailed stories 
requires including more descriptive information. In the context of behavioural interview 
questions, that additional descriptive information is related to one’s own past experiences which, 
in effect, is autobiographical memory information. I purposely adjusted storytelling components 
that would reduce coherence of the account as opposed to story content, however the two 
constructs are, by nature, closely connected which makes it challenging to manipulate one 
without also inadvertently manipulating the other.   
 Future work should therefore consider revising the transcripts used in this study to ensure 
that the storytelling manipulation does not also manipulate autobiographical memory 
dimensions. One of the drawbacks noted by Spencer and colleagues (2005) about using the 
experimental-causal-chain approach is that it is challenging to implement when manipulating the 
process variable of interest is difficult. In these instances, the authors recommend other design 
options for enhancing confidence in one’s mediator. For example, Spencer and colleagues (2005) 
state that the more traditional measurement-of-mediation design is best when measuring the 
process variable is easy but manipulating it is hard. This design involves first establishing the 
relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable and then investigating 
the mediator in a separate study. Manipulating storytelling turned out to be the challenge in the 
present set of studies, so this could be a helpful design to consider. Alternatively, a moderation-
of-process design, where a moderator variable that alters the opportunity to engage in storytelling 
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could also help make the case for storytelling as a key mediator (Signall & Mills, 1998; Spencer 
et al., 2005). In such a design one could test whether autobiographical memory affects interview 
ratings under specific conditions that are known to elicit or prevent storytelling to highlight that 
the mediator is responsible for facilitating the relationship between the independent and 
dependent variable. For example, a potential moderator in the context of the present study could 
be narrative believability. Successful storytelling, particularly in an interview context, needs to 
consist of an account that is not only favourable, but also realistic (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). 
Manipulating both the independent variable (i.e., autobiographical memory) and a moderator that 
is closely and consistently linked with storytelling (i.e., believability) and finding that 
storytelling mediates the relationship between autobiographical memory and interview 
performance ratings in one context but not in the other would provide confidence that 
storytelling is an important filter for information in behavioural interview contexts. The key 
challenge in the present set of studies was related to manipulating, as opposed to measuring, 
storytelling, however if an appropriate moderator is identified, this approach shows promise. 
Contributions 
Theoretical  
 The present study makes three significant theoretical contributions. First, I highlight that 
behavioural interview performance ratings depend on which information is provided by 
candidates, and how that information is communicated. By testing the extent to which memory 
and storytelling affect interview performance ratings, this study provides evidence that two 
aspects of behavioural interviews that have always been present but rarely acknowledged feed 
into predictions about candidate suitability for a job. Results highlight that performance ratings 
hinge on event-related details recalled as well as the way that those details are pulled together 
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into a narrative. The literature has called for more research on the communication aspect of 
interviewing (e.g., Huffcutt et al., 2015) and my work complements this examination by 
highlighting that storytelling acts as communication medium by which all information is 
conveyed in interview contexts. Moreover, I went a step further by examining the role of 
autobiographical memory, which is in an inherent part of behavioural interviews and therefore 
plays an important role in determining which information is communicated to interviewers in 
response to behavioural questions. 
 Second, I identify important factors that could negatively impact interview effectiveness. 
By highlighting both autobiographical memory and storytelling as factors influencing interview 
ratings, I present the possibility that behavioural interview ratings encapsulate more than the 
constructs they were designed to assess. Interviews capture a wide variety of information about 
candidates (Huffcutt, Conway, et al., 2001). The use of structured interviews, such as 
behavioural interviews, is supposed to reduce the impact of extraneous information on ratings by 
measuring competencies deemed integral to the role based on job analyses (Campion et al., 
1994). However, the present work indicates that behavioural interview ratings may capture non-
job-related information, such as memory abilities and storytelling abilities, pointing to the 
potential for construct contamination. Should behavioural interview ratings capture candidate 
storytelling ability as opposed to job-related information about past behaviour, it is possible that 
behavioural interview ratings select individuals who sound qualified as opposed to those who are 
qualified but convey their qualifications in less convincing ways.  
 Past work also indicates that behavioural interview ratings map onto one common, but 
unknown, factor (Huffcutt, Weekley, et al., 2001; Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995). Results of the 
present study present the possibility that this factor could be candidate autobiographical memory 
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and/or storytelling abilities because all behavioural interview ratings are based on which 
information candidates recall and communicate in the interview interaction. If all behavioural 
interview ratings capture these elements, the validity of behavioural interviews as effective 
selection tools could be at risk should individuals be less capable of remembering or conveying 
autobiographical information in interviews.  
 Third, the present set of studies adds to the small body of work on the use of probing 
questions in interviews (Levashina et al., 2014). The present study compared the impact of using 
the most highly structured probing format (i.e., using no probing questions) to using the second 
highest structured form of probing (i.e., using pre-planned probes) in behavioural interviews, 
thus representing a conservative test of this effect. Although this could explain why results only 
trended towards significance, it is also possible that success in interviews is driven by different 
communication mechanisms in each case and that the highest and second highest forms of 
structured probing may operate by way of the different processes. The present work therefore 
takes first steps to investigate how probing formats impact behavioural interview outcomes, 
setting the stage for future work exploring the process and consequences of using different 
probing formats.   
Practical  
 By highlighting the important roles that storytelling and autobiographical memory play in 
determining behavioural interview performance ratings, the present study makes three practical 
contributions. First, it considers the possibility that interviewers may not always receive enough 
information to make conclusions about candidate adequacy for a given job. It is possible that 
interviewers do not always gain access to all pertinent information about candidates’ past 
behaviour because autobiographical memory and storytelling seem to play prominent roles in 
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predicting performance ratings in behavioural interviews. If a candidate is unable to recall certain 
event details that would be relevant, or if they are unable to compose a compelling story about 
past experiences, the resulting interview ratings may be inaccurate. Conversely, those who are 
able to provide details and/or weave together an effective story might be rated higher on job-
related dimensions than they deserve. Given that excellent autobiographical memory recall and 
storytelling are not fundamental for every job, this could have detrimental consequences as 
qualified individuals could be inadvertently overlooked and less qualified individuals hired. This 
might also help explain the complaint often expressed by interviewers in practice that sometimes 
candidates “interview well” yet their job performance fails to live up to this promise. 
 Second, because storytelling acts as a medium for information exchange between 
candidates and interviewers, individuals from other cultures with other norms surrounding 
storytelling could be at a natural disadvantage through no fault of their own. The factors that 
define norms surrounding communication in professional settings will differ across cultures 
(Barker & Gower, 2010), and those differences could carry over into interview settings. Further, 
individuals whose mother tongue is not English may also be at a disadvantage, as individuals 
who speak English as their first language may have better storytelling skills as a result of having 
a better command of the language (see Pavlenko, 2006 for discussion and review). As such, 
practitioners should be made aware of these factors and take steps to avoid unintentionally biased 
ratings for these individuals.  
Third, I highlight the idea that probing questions could be important for standardizing 
behavioural interviews. Results suggest that including probing questions could help candidates 
who are naturally less capable of retrieving memory details. Findings indicate that when no 
probing questions were used, storytelling was a stronger mechanism for facilitating the 
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relationship between autobiographical memory and interview performance ratings. However, 
when probing questions were asked, the ability to weave memory details together into a 
compelling narrative was a slightly less effective mechanism for enhancing the relationship. This 
indicates that asking probing questions could help ensure that interviewers make fairer 
comparisons between candidates, as responses could be deemed more comparable in terms of 
autobiographical memory content and storytelling. 
Limitations 
 As is the case with all research, the present study has several limitations. First, the 
storytelling manipulation used in Study 3 was not strong enough. Participants perceived that the 
transcripts also manipulated autobiographical memory, which indicates that Study 3 replicated 
the results found in Studies 1 and 2. However, strengthening the manipulation used in Study 3 to 
alter perceptions of storytelling without also altering perceptions of autobiographical memory 
would be a stronger test of the causal chain.   
Second, the sample for Study 1 was a student sample and used mock interviews which 
limits generalizability regarding the results related to probing. The student sample consisted 
largely of students enrolled in a co-operative education program, which ensures that participants 
had interview and work experience and/or had received formal interview training, however 
interview experience at this age is likely limited. Studies 2 and 3 tested the mediation hypothesis 
using an experimental design that asked professional participants to review transcripts of more 
realistic responses to interview questions for a specific job, thus expanding the generalizability of 
the sample. However, these studies used interview transcripts rather than actual interviews, 
which limits their ecological validity.  
Finally, the results of the present study are based on an interview conducted in English 
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and in a Western context. It is possible that different cultures have different norms about what 
should be included and omitted in stories told in professional contexts, as well as the best way to 
tell stories. Cultural differences surrounding how an effective story should be delivered (Blum-
Kulka, 1993) and cultural identity as an immigrant affect the re-telling of past autobiographical 
events (Kasper & Prior, 2015), highlighting that individuals from cultures outside of the 
Westernized culture could be at a disadvantage in behavioural interviews built according to the 
Western model. When individuals undergo an interview in a non-native culture, nuanced 
differences between cultural norms specific to storytelling might affect which information is 
conveyed in response to behavioural questions and thus affect which information is used as a 
base for interviewer ratings.  
Suggestions for Future Research 
 Given that there is relatively little research focused on the memory and communication 
aspects of interviews, there are numerous avenues for future research. I will discuss those that I 
think are particularly important given the findings within this set of studies. First, I think that 
scholars need to explore other types of communication elements within the interview setting. My 
findings indicate that storytelling drives the relationship between autobiographical memory and 
behavioural interview performance ratings, however, other communication mechanisms within 
and outside of the verbal communication realm could also be at play in behavioural interview 
contexts. For example, it is possible that the use of physical gestures and aspects of verbal prose 
(e.g., intonation) could play a role in determining behavioural interview ratings as well, as they 
are used to communicate emphasis of different story elements.   
 Second, although autobiographical memory is best described as a form of long-term 
memory, it is possible that retrieving information from one’s long-term memory also relies to 
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some degree on working memory. Working memory is used to process information and execute 
behaviour in the short-term (Conway, 2008). Differences in working memory capacity are 
related to one’s ability to retrieve semantic autobiographical memory details (e.g., how many 
friends one has; Unsworth et al., 2012) and are moderately related to autobiographical memory 
(Birch & Davidson, 2007). Memory recall in interview contexts is unique because candidates 
must recall episodic information in such a way that serves their goal of making a good 
impression. To do this, they may engage in more short-term “re-processing” of autobiographical 
information which invokes working memory. Given the close connection between working 
memory and cognitive ability (i.e., g) in the literature (Lubinski, 2004), both working memory 
and g could be important factors to capture and consider. Although autobiographical memory 
retrieval is a complex system that relies on several processes and knowledge bases (Cabeza & St. 
Jacques, 2007; Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000), a better understanding of how working 
memory affects retrieval could shed light on how short- and long-term memory structures work 
together to facilitate autobiographical memory retrieval. It could also provide an explanation for 
the significant, but weak, relationship between g and interview performance within the interview 
literature (Berry et al., 2007; Huffcutt et al., 1996). 
 Third, given the prominent role that memory played in behavioral interviews, future 
research should expand on this by investigating how other types of memory (e.g., semantic) 
could influence interviews. For example, it is possible that certain types of memory are more 
accurate predictors of performance in technical interviews but are less accurate predictors of 
performance in other types of interviews. This avenue of research could help scholars as well as 
employers and employees in organizations better understand some of the key processes 
underlying the benefits and drawbacks of different interview formats and styles.  
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 Fourth, future work could consider investigating how different levels of probing affect 
behavioural interview outcomes. The present work focused on the two most structured types of 
probing, however there are two less structured types of coding that could allow for differential 
results to emerge. Specifically, interviewers could be asked to use unlimited probing questions or 
receive no instruction about probing question use at all (Campion et al., 1997). Using probing 
formats that differ more drastically would be a less conservative test of the effect but would 
provide valuable contributions to the interview literature.  
 Finally, researchers could investigate how storytelling training could enhance interview 
performance ratings. Based on the present work as well as past work in the field (e.g., Bangerter 
et al., 2014), it seems that storytelling is an important communication mechanism that facilitates 
information exchange in behavioural interview settings. However, effective stories do more than 
just convey details. They also paint convincing and compelling pictures of past events that 
entertain and engage the interviewer (Smart & DiMaria, 2018), and can help establish a social 
bond with exchange partners (Alea & Bluck, 2007). It would therefore be interesting to explore 
whether training interviewees to be better storytellers would enhance their behavioural interview 
performance ratings because it would allow us to better understand the interpersonal exchange 
that is fundamental to this particular selection tool.  
CONCLUSION 
 In conclusion, the present work presents evidence that behavioural interview performance 
ratings are based on what candidates say as well as how they say it. The content of the interview 
can be influenced by the type and amount of event-specific details retrieved from 
autobiographical memory, but to ensure that the meaning of this information is reflected in 
interview ratings, candidates must also tell compelling stories in response to behavioural 
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interview questions. When candidates struggle to retrieve such details, probing questions offer a 
potential solution to level the playing field and aid candidates to compile a narrative. Given that 
behavioural interviews are becoming more prominent in industry (Bangerter et al., 2014), it is 
crucial that the literature continues to explore how memory and communication affect 
behavioural ratings as well as subsequent hiring decisions.  
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Study 1 Script to Capture Storytelling 
 
For this part of the study we just want you to talk about experiences you have had in your life. 
This section is entirely informal, and we would like you talk as though you were having a 
conversation with a friend. All of the details you provide will be confidential, so please speak 
freely.  
 
Question 1: Could you talk about a social outing that you’ve gone on? 
 
Question 2: Could you tell me about your biggest accomplishment? 
 
Question 3: Could you talk about a bad day that you’ve experienced? 
 
Question 4: Could you tell me about a turning point in your life? 
 
  





























Hi, my name is ___________________ and I will be conducting the interview today. 
 
The interview will cover two different competencies that are common to many entry level and 
other positions found in organizations: Interpersonal Skills and Results Orientation. 
The goal of the interview is for me to gather as much information as I can to effectively assess 
your knowledge, skills, and abilities with respect to these competencies. 
 
The interview we are using is called a behavioral interview. Are you familiar with this kind of 
interview? 
 
To ensure we’re on the same page, I’ll briefly describe it. I will be asking you to describe your 
previous experience in particular situations. This will require you to recall specific incidents that 
have occurred. It’s Ok to take some time to think about your answer before responding. Often, 
the answers are not right there ready to come out. Silence is fine. 
 
You can respond with experiences in a paid job experience, volunteer experience, or school-
related experience is fine as well. 
 
There are a few more things I want to explain about how we’ll proceed: 
 
I will be taking notes during the interview, so I may not make as much eye contact as I normally 
would in a conversation. This is no reflection on your performance. 
 
I may need to interrupt you while you are responding. If I do this, it is because we have limited 
time and I am trying to ensure that I get the best answers from you relative to the competencies 
we’re assessing. 
 
I am looking for specific instances where you have experienced things. Often, people will answer 
in generalities, such as “well, what I usually do is….” If you answer in this way, I will steer you 
toward answering in more specific terms. This is an example of how I would interrupt you. 
 
Also, please ensure you describe your role in your examples, rather than describing the work of a 
team overall. 
 
Finally, please be honest in your responses and ask for clarification if you don’t understand what 
a question is asking or if you need me to repeat a question. 
 
Do you have any questions about how the interview will proceed before we begin? 
  





The first competency that we will be discussing is Interpersonal Skills. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Describe a time when you experienced difficulties working as part of a team. 
 
What was the situation? 
Why was it difficult? 
What did you do? 
What was the outcome? 
 
2. Tell me about a time when you persuaded others to your way of thinking. 
 
What was the issue? 
Why was it important to persuade others? 
What did you do? 
What was the outcome? 
 
3. Describe a time where you took steps to improve team effectiveness. 
 
Why did you need to take action? 
What did you do? 











The second competency we will discuss is Results Orientation. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Describe a time when you went above and beyond what was required for a project. 
 
What were the expectations? 
How did you go above and beyond? 
Why did you go above and beyond? 
What was the outcome? 
 
2. Tell me about a time when you reached a difficult goal despite having obstacles in the way. 
 
What were the obstacles and how did they affect the goal? 
How did you deal with the obstacles? 
What was the outcome? 
 
3. Describe a time when you worked on a project that contained particularly rigorous or 
challenging requirements. 
 
What were the requirements? 
Why was it a challenge? 
How did you ensure the requirements were effectively met? 














The third competency we will discuss is self-awareness. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Describe a time when you have modified your behavior based on feedback/reactions from 
others. 
 
What was the feedback? 
In what specific ways did you change your behavior? 
What was the impact of the changes? 
 
2. Tell me about a time when you were able to leverage one of your strengths to accomplish a 
task. 
 
What was the strength and how did you know it was a strength? 
How did you leverage this strength? 
What was the outcome? 
 
3. Describe a time when you have modified your behavior to more effectively navigate through a 
particular situation. 
 
What was the situation? 
How did you change your behavior and why was it necessary? 
What was the outcome? 
NOTES 





The fourth competency we will discuss is decision making. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Tell me about a time when you had to solve a problem and the path to the solution was 
unclear. 
 
What as the situation? 
How did you solve the problem? 
What was the outcome? 
 
2. Describe a time when you had to evaluate alternative solutions to a complex problem and 
make a decision. 
 
What was the problem? 
How did you go about evaluating potential solutions? 
What was the outcome? 
 
3. Describe a time when you had to make a quick decision. 
 
What was the situation and why was it a quick decision? 
What resources, if any, did you use to make the decision? 
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CONCLUDING THE INTERVIEW 
 
That’s all the questions I have. 
 
Thank you very much for coming in today. 
 
Now that we are finished, here is a bit more information about the study. 
 
































Hi, my name is ___________________ and I will be conducting the interview today. 
 
The interview will cover two different competencies that are common to many entry level and 
other positions found in organizations: Interpersonal Skills and Results Orientation. 
The goal of the interview is for me to gather as much information as I can to effectively assess 
your knowledge, skills, and abilities with respect to these competencies. 
 
The interview we are using is called a behavioral interview. Are you familiar with this kind of 
interview? 
 
To ensure we’re on the same page, I’ll briefly describe it. I will be asking you to describe your 
previous experience in particular situations. This will require you to recall specific incidents that 
have occurred. It’s Ok to take some time to think about your answer before responding. Often, 
the answers are not right there ready to come out. Silence is fine. 
 
You can respond with experiences in a paid job experience, volunteer experience, or school-
related experience is fine as well. 
 
There are a few more things I want to explain about how we’ll proceed: 
 
I will be taking notes during the interview, so I may not make as much eye contact as I normally 
would in a conversation. This is no reflection on your performance. 
 
I may need to interrupt you while you are responding. If I do this, it is because we have limited 
time and I am trying to ensure that I get the best answers from you relative to the competencies 
we’re assessing. 
 
I am looking for specific instances where you have experienced things. Often, people will answer 
in generalities, such as “well, what I usually do is….” If you answer in this way, I will steer you 
toward answering in more specific terms. This is an example of how I would interrupt you. 
 
Also, please ensure you describe your role in your examples, rather than describing the work of a 
team overall. 
 
Finally, please be honest in your responses and ask for clarification if you don’t understand what 
a question is asking or if you need me to repeat a question. 
 
Do you have any questions about how the interview will proceed before we begin? 
  





The first competency that we will be discussing is Interpersonal Skills. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Describe a time when you experienced difficulties working as part of a team. 
 
 
2. Tell me about a time when you persuaded others to your way of thinking. 
 
 











The second competency we will discuss is Results Orientation. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Describe a time when you went above and beyond what was required for a project. 
 
 
2. Tell me about a time when you reached a difficult goal despite having obstacles in the way. 
 
 












The third competency we will discuss is self-awareness. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 
1. Describe a time when you have modified your behavior based on feedback from others. 
 
 
















The fourth competency we will discuss is decision making. 
 
(Ask the first two questions. If the candidate cannot answer one of the questions, use the third 
question.) 
 




2. Describe a time when you had to evaluate alternative solutions to a complex problem and 
make a decision. 
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CONCLUDING THE INTERVIEW 
 
That’s all the questions I have. 
 
Thank you very much for coming in today. 
 
Now that we are finished, here is a bit more information about the study. 
 















Negative Indicators Positive Indicators Notes 
● Too loud/soft 
● Pace too slow/fast 
● Monotone/Inappropriate tone 
● Overuse of fillers (uh, ah, like, etc.) 
● Rambling/Overly brief 
● Nervous/distracted 
● Ineffective non-verbals – too much/little 
eye contact, hand gestures, facial 
expressions 
● Responses not enough/too detailed 
● Little change after probes/interruptions 
 
● Does not clarify 
● Does not explain jargon, context, etc. 
● Does not emphasize key points 
● Projects boredom 
● Appropriate volume 
● Appropriate pace 
● Utilizes effective intonation 
 




● Effective non-verbals - appropriate 
eye contact, hand gestures, facial 
expressions 
● Provides appropriate detail 
 
● Makes appropriate changes after 
probes/interruptions 
 
● Clarifies points 
● Explains jargon, context, etc. 
● Emphasizes key points 
 
● Projects energy 
 
 
Overall Rating –Communication 
1 2 3 4 5 
Primarily negative Mostly negative Balance positive/negative Mostly positive Primarily positive 
 
  





Negative Indicators Positive Indicators Notes 
● Avoids conflict 
● Encourages conflict 
● Does not seek feedback from others 
● Makes no suggestions for conflict 
resolution 
● Unresponsive to feedback from others – 
e.g., continues same course of 
action/perspective 
 
● Does not monitor group interactions – 
e.g., lets someone else do it, doesn’t 
think about it 
● Does not make suggestions to others for 
effective group interactions 
● Fails to compromise when/if appropriate 
● Fails to remain calm in contentious 
interactions– e.g., yells, gets upset, cries, 
etc. 
● Fails to gain agreement from others 
 
● Does not participate in achieving 
positive outcome 
● Does not communicate own position to 
group/forces position on group 
● Does not work as mediator – e.g., allows 
others to do this, does not perceive the 
opportunity, etc. 
● Manages conflict directly 
 
● Seeks feedback from others 
● Makes suggestions for conflict 
resolution 
 
● Responsive to suggestions/feedback 
from others – e.g., changes course of 
action/perspective 
● Monitors group’s interactions to 
ensure working effectively 
 
● Makes suggestions to others for 
effective group interactions 
● Compromises if/when appropriate 




● Gains agreement from others by 
persuading, negotiating, convincing 
● Participates in achieving positive 
outcome 
● Explains own position effectively to 
others in group 




Overall Rating –Interpersonal Skills/Teamwork 
1 2 3 4 5 
Primarily negative Mostly negative Balance positive/negative Mostly positive Primarily positive 
 
  





Negative Indicators Positive Indicators Notes 
● Does not gather any/enough 
information to understand expectations 
● Does not take initiative/Requires 
direction from others 
● Does not set goals for 
meeting/exceeding expectations 
● Does not set schedule for goal 
achievement – e.g., no timelines, 
milestones, etc. 
● Does not effectively monitor progress 
● Does not effectively gather appropriate 
resources 
● Does not work effectively with others 
to achieve goals 
 
● Fails to modify plan/behavior – e.g., 
does not see need, refuses to change 
● Fails to anticipate obstacles and/or 
does not make plans to overcome them 
● Gives up in the face of obstacles 
● Fails to seek assistance/seeks 
assistance when unnecessary 
● Fails to respond to feedback if/when 
offered 
● Falls short of goals 
● Gathers appropriate information to 
understand expectations 
● Takes initiative and works under own 
direction 
 
● Sets goals for meeting/exceeding 
expectations 
● Sets schedule for goal achievement – 
e.g., timelines, milestones, etc. 
● Effectively monitors progress 
● Gathers appropriate resources to achieve 
goals 
● Works effectively with others if/when 
appropriate to achieve goals 
● Modifies plan/behavior if/when 
necessary to achieve/exceed outcomes 
 
● Anticipates obstacles and makes plans to 
overcome them 
● Persists in the face of obstacles 
● Seeks assistance if/when appropriate 
 
● Responds to feedback effectively if/when 
offered 
● Exceeds goals/achieves positive outcome 
 
 
Overall Rating –Achievement/Results Orientation 
1 2 3 4 5 
Primarily negative Mostly negative Balance positive/negative Mostly positive Primarily positive 
 
  





Negative Indicators Positive Indicators Notes 
● Fails to identify a strength 
● Does not clearly recognize of the need 
for change 
● Does not display understanding of the 
impact of their own behavior 
● Is defensive towards feedback 
● Does not seek any feedback 
● Does not solicit assistance/perspective 
from others 
● Does not effectively assess the 
situation 
● Does not display understanding of 
interpersonal dynamics 
● Unable to effectively navigate 
interpersonal obstacles 
● Fails to use feedback constructively 
● Does not take initiative to implement 
adjustment 
● Does not display confidence in their 
ability to adjust behavior 
● Fails to provide steps outlining how 
the behavior was changed 
● Does not effectively adjust behavior 
● Does not monitor the outcome of 
behavioral adjustment 
● Does not modify approach to the 
situation when needed 
● Identifies a strength 
● Recognizes need for change 
● Understands impact of own behavior 
● Accepts feedback nondefensively 
● Seeks feedback 
● Shares feedback with others to get 
their assistance/perspective 
● Accurately assesses (i.e. sizes up) the 
situation 
● Understands interpersonal dynamics  
● Effectively navigates interpersonal 
obstacles 
● Uses feedback in a constructive 
manner 
● Takes initiative to implement 
adjustment 
● Is confident in ability to adjust 
behavior 
● Outlines steps for changing behavior 
● Effectively adjusts behavior 
● Monitors outcome of adjustment 





Overall Rating – Self-Awareness 
1 2 3 4 5 









Negative Indicators Positive Indicators Notes 
● Delegated decision-making 
● Did not consider risks and/or benefits 
of possible solutions 
● Fails to justify their decision 
● Does not provide outline of how 
decision was implemented 
● Unable to clearly identify main 
components of the problem 
● Does not integrate information from 
other sources 
● Unable to think beyond obvious 
solution 
● Does not make a rational judgment 
● Does not identify creative range of 
solutions 
● Does not fully evaluate all ideas and 
suggestions 
● Fails to follow-up with outcome of 
decision 
● Did not seek opinions or assistance 
from others 
● Took a long time to make decision 
● Made decision impulsively 
● Took steps to identify all possible 
solutions 
● Considered the risks and/or benefits of 
possible solutions 
● Effectively justifies selected decision 
● Outlines course of action for 
implementing decision 
● Able to clearly identify main 
components of the problem 
● Able to integrate information from 
different sources 
● Able to think beyond obvious solution 
● Makes rational judgment 
● Creative in identifying a range of 
potential solutions 
● Fully evaluates all ideas and 
suggestions  
● Monitors outcome of decision 
● Makes decision in a timely manner 






Overall Rating – Decision Making 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Overall Interview Rating 
 
Overall Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 








Results Including Control Variables 
 All analyses were conducted using control variables, however given that results did not 
differ significantly when control variables were included, I decided to exclude them from the 
main text to preserve parsimony. However, I present the measures, analyses, and results of all 
studies with the inclusion of control variables below. 
Study 1 
Control Variables 
 Positive affect and extraversion (Bangerter et al., 2014) could offer alternative 
explanations for emerging positive effects of memory recall and storytelling proficiency on 
interview ratings. Previous research has found that mood impacts the nature of autobiographical 
memories retrieved (Blaney, 1986; Holland & Kensinger, 2010; Teasdale et al., 1980). More 
specifically, information that is congruent with one’s mood is more easily encoded and thus 
more available for recall than mood-incongruent information. Therefore, general positive affect 
could offer an alternative explanation for positive relationships. Past research has also found that 
extraversion is positively correlated with persuasion skills, hiring recommendations (Bangerter et 
al., 2014), and the likelihood of receiving job offers (Caldwell & Burger, 1998), which could 
offer an alternative explanation for emerging results. I therefore initially controlled for both 
variables in my analyses.  
 Extraversion was measured using the HEXACO (Ashton & Lee, 2009) measure of 
personality (α = .68). Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed with 10 statements 
on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example item is “In social situations, 
I’m usually the one who makes the first move.” Positive affect was captured using the PANAS 
(Watson et al., 1988) measure (α = .89). Participants were asked to rate on a scale of 1 (very 
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little) to 5 (very much) the degree to which 10 words (i.e., attentive, active, alert, excited, 
enthusiastic, determined, inspired, proud, interested, strong) applied to them generally. 
Results  
Correlations 
 The control variables did not display significant relationships with autobiographical 
memory (extraversion: M = 3.31, SD = .52;  r = -.04, n.s.; positive affect: M = 49.82, SD = 8.62; 
r = -.06, n.s.), storytelling (extraversion: r = .08, n.s.; positive affect: r =.00, n.s.), or interview 
performance ratings (extraversion: r = .05, n.s.; positive affect: r = .09, n.s.). Probing condition 
was not related to extraversion (M = 3.31, SD = .52; r = -.09, n.s.) and was marginally related to 
general positive affect (M = 49.82, SD = 8.62; r = -.13, p = .09), however this relationship was 
relatively weak. Extraversion was marginally related to the entertaining (M = 1.25, SD = .39) 
dimension of storytelling (r =.13, p = .10) and positive affect was marginally related to the 
achievement dimension (M = 3.27, SD = .94) of interview performance ratings (r = .15, p = .06). 
Extraversion and positive affect were marginally related to one another (r = -.13, p = .09). No 
other significant correlations emerged (Table 1b).  
Structural Equation Model 
 The structural equation model that included both control variables did not display 
significantly different fit (χ2 (72) = 135.13, p < .001, RMSEA= .07, CFI = .94, SRMR = .06) 
from that which excluded the control variables. Further, the control variables did not 
significantly predict interview performance ratings in the model that excluded control variables 
(extraversion: β = -.03, n.s.; positive affect: β = .13, n.s.) (Table 2b). 




 Results of the moderated mediation analyses were identical when positive affect and 
extraversion were and were not included as covariates in the model. As such, when positive 
affect and extraversion were included as covariates, the indirect effect of autobiographical 
memory on interview performance ratings was still significant when no probing questions were 
used in interviews (Effect = .07, 95% CI [.03, .13]) but not when probing questions were used 
(Effect = .04, 95% CI [-.01, .09]). The confidence interval for the index of moderated mediation 
still included 0, indicating that the two slopes were not significantly different (Index = .04, 95% 
CI [-.02, .11]), however the results of the first-stage moderation were still trending.  
Study 2 
Control Variables 
 I initially controlled for emotionality and agreeableness to rule out alternative 
explanations for any emerging effects based on overly lenient or erratic rating. Emotion-based 
reactions to candidates could affect interviewer reactions to candidates (Barrick et al., 2009), and 
ratings from individuals high on emotionality might reflect such reactions. Further, agreeable 
individuals may assign higher ratings because they are motivated to get along with others in 
interpersonal interactions (Hilliard & Macan, 2009). Both dimensions of rater personality could 
impact autobiographical memory ratings, therefore both dimensions of personality were captured 
and their relationship to autobiographical memory ratings was investigated. Agreeableness and 
emotionality were both captured with subscales of the HEXACO (Ashton & Lee, 2009) that 
required participants to respond to 10 items on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) that showed adequate reliability (α = .78, α = .81, respectively). An example item from the 
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agreeableness scale is “I tend to be lenient in judging other people” and an example item from 
the emotionality scale is “I sometimes can’t help worrying about little things.” 
Results 
Correlations 
 Autobiographical memory condition (M = 1.53, SD = .50) was unrelated to emotionality 
(M = 3.14, SD = .67; r = .03, n.s.). A significant relationship between autobiographical memory 
condition and agreeableness emerged (M = 3.25, SD = .61; r = -.20, p = .01), however it was 
negative in nature and relatively weak. Emotionality was related to the entertaining dimension 
(M = 2.36, SD = .98) of storytelling (r = -.16, p = .05). Agreeableness was marginally related to 
average autobiographical memory (r = -.15, p = .06) and the original dimension (M = 3.40, SD = 
.95) of storytelling (r = .15, p = .06). No other significant relationships emerged with 
agreeableness or emotionality (Table 3b). 
Manipulation Check 
 T-test analyses did not indicate any significant differences between groups in terms of 
emotionality (Low: M = 3.12, SD = .67; High: M =3.15, SD = .67; t (162) = .29, n.s.). A 
significant difference emerged between groups in terms of agreeableness (Low: M = 3.38, SD = 
.63; High: M =3.14, SD = .57; t (162) = -2.53, p = .01), however it was a negative relationship 
and mean differences were small (Table 4b). I used ANCOVAs to confirm that the t-test results 
emerged above and beyond any variance accounted for by emotionality and agreeableness. All 
effects found in the t-tests were replicated, emerging as significant above and beyond 
emotionality and agreeableness. 




 ANCOVA was also used to verify that the anticipated relationship emerged beyond any 
unique variance accounted for by emotionality and agreeableness as originally proposed. 
However, results were not significantly different. Results indicated that condition still predicted 
storytelling (F (1,160) = 88.05, p < .001, ɳp2 = .37) above and beyond emotionality (F (1, 160) = 
2.56, n.s., ɳp2 = .02) and agreeableness (F (1,160) = 1.97, n.s., ɳp2 = .01) (Table 5b).  
Structural Equation Model 
 A model that included control variables was tested against a model with no control 
variables to confirm that rater emotionality and agreeableness had no significant impact on the 
results. The model including emotionality and agreeableness as control variables displayed 
nearly identical fit (χ2 (24) = 53.01, p = .001, RMSEA= .09, CFI = .95, SRMR = .05) to the 
model containing no control variables and emotionality (β = -.09, n.s.) and agreeableness (β = 
.09, n.s.) did not emerge as significant predictors of storytelling. Autobiographical memory still 
emerged as a significant predictor of storytelling (β = .65, p < .001) (Table 6b).  
Study 3 
Control Variables  
 The control variables chosen for this study were the same as those in Study 2 and in the 
Study 3 Pilot. I therefore controlled for agreeableness (α = .83) and emotionality (α = .84), which 
were captured using the same measures as those used in Study 2 (HEXACO; Ashton & Lee, 
2006). 





Emotionality (M = 3.29, SD = .74) was related to agreeableness (M = 3.17, SD = .67;       
r = -.26, p = .006) but did not display any significant relationships with storytelling condition      
(r = -.03, n.s.) average autobiographical memory (r = .03, n.s.), overall autobiographical memory 
(r = -.01, n.s.), average storytelling ratings (r = -.01, n.s.), overall storytelling ratings (r = .09, 
n.s.), or interview ratings (r = .07, n.s.). Agreeableness displayed a significant relationship with 
the entertaining dimension (M = 2.77, SD = .91) of storytelling (r = .34, p < .001) but did not 
display any significant relationships with storytelling condition (r = .12, n.s.), average 
storytelling ratings (r = .15, n.s.), overall storytelling ratings (r = .00, n.s.), average 
autobiographical memory (r = .06, n.s.), overall autobiographical memory (r = .05, n.s.) or 
interview performance ratings (r = .00, n.s.) (Table 7b). 
Manipulation Check 
 T-test analyses did not indicate any significant differences between groups in terms of 
emotionality (Low: M = 3.32, SD = .81; High: M =3.27, SD = .68; t (109) = -.30, n.s.) or 
agreeableness (Low: M = 3.20, SD = .58; High: M =3.15, SD = .75; t (109) = -.67, n.s.) (Table 
8b). All manipulation check analyses were run using ANCOVA as well to examine whether 
differences were significant above and beyond any variance accounted for by emotionality and 
agreeableness, and results regarding which mean differences were significant were identical to 
those reported in Table 12. 
ANCOVA 
 ANCOVA was also used to verify that the anticipated relationship emerged beyond any 
unique variance accounted for by emotionality and agreeableness as originally proposed. 
MEMORY, STORYTELLING, PROBING           116 
 
 
However, the results were not significantly different. Condition remained a marginal predictor of 
interview performance ratings (F (1, 107) = 3.26, p = .07, ɳp2 = 03). Emotionality (F (1, 107) = 
.24, n.s., ɳp2 = .01) and agreeableness (F (1, 107) = .03, n.s., ɳp2 = .00) were not significant 
predictors of interview performance ratings. When measures of autobiographical memory were 
also included in the model, results were also not significantly different.  (Tables 9b and 10b). 
Structural Equation Model 
 A model that included emotionality and agreeableness as control variables alongside 
measures of autobiographical memory was tested against a model that did not include 
emotionality or agreeableness as control variables. The model including emotionality and 
agreeableness as control variables did not display significantly different fit statistics (χ2 (4) = 
4.61, n.s., RMSEA= .04, CFI = .99, SRMR = .03) from the model that only contained measures 
of autobiographical memory as controls, excluding emotionality and agreeableness. Neither 
control variable significantly predicted interview performance ratings (emotionality: β = .21, n.s.; 
agreeableness: β = .01, n.s.) and overall autobiographical memory remained the only significant 
predictor of interview performance ratings (β = .87, p < .001) (Table 11b). 
Additional Analyses 
 Results of additional analyses including emotionality and agreeableness in the first step, 
measures of autobiographical memory in the second step, and measures of storytelling in the 
third step were not significantly different from those that emerged when emotionality and 
agreeableness were not included in the analyses. That is, average storytelling (ꞵ = .24, p = .04) 
and overall storytelling (ꞵ = .39, p = .001) do account for unique variance above and beyond 
variance accounted for by average autobiographical memory (ꞵ = -.09, n.s.) and overall 
autobiographical memory (ꞵ = .15, p = .07) (Table 12b). 




Table 1b  
 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 1 
 
Notes. Memory = Autobiographical Memory. Performance = Behavioural Interview Performance Ratings. Decision = Decision-making. 
Entertaining, emotional, memorable, original, imagery, and engaging capture story quality. Probe Cond. = Probing condition. 
   †= p < .10 
   *= p < .05 
 **= p < .01 
  
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1.   Memory  2.19   .92 -                 
2.   Storytelling  1.75   .47  .30** -                
3.   Performance  3.21 1.04  .31** .34** -               
4.   Entertaining  1.25   .39  .17* .63* .30** -              
5.   Emotional  1.90   .61  .38* .79** .27* .40** -             
6.   Memorable  1.63   .52  .26** .96** .27* .59**  .72** -            
7.   Original  2.30   .76  .27** .87** .35** .40**  .72** .80** -           
8.   Imagery  1.32   .32  .15* .58** .21* .60**  .43** .54** .42** -          
9.   Engaging  1.63   .53  .24** .96** .32** .59**  .71** .88** .81** .52** -         
10. Communication  4.23   .85  .23** .20** .81** .19**  .15* .07 .18* .06  .21** -        
11. Interpersonal  2.94 1.11  .12 .10 .65** .08  .07 .06 .14† .08  .08 .48** -       
12. Achievement  3.27   .94  .17* .31** .77** .28**  .22* .25** .30** .24**  .28** .47** .38** -      
13. Self-Awareness  3.36   .98  .20** .23** .73** .18*  .17* .17* .28** .12  .21** .50** .35** .45** -     
14. Decision  2.55   .93  .19** .18* .73** .15*  .15† .13† .19* .13†  .17* .45** .41** .48**  .41** -    
15. Extraversion  3.31   .52 -.04 .08 .05 .13†  .05 .11 .03 .16  .06 .02 .11 .10 -.07 .04 -   
16. Positive affect 49.82 8.62 -.06 .00 .09 .12 -.08 .05 -.08 .07 -.02 .04 .05 .15†  .07 .04 .56** -  
17. Probe Cond. .51 .50  .00 .07  -.11 .03  .08 .06  .05  -.02  .10  -.07 -.10 -.20**  .01 -.09 -.09 -.13† - 






Study 1 Structural Equation Model Results Controlling for Personality Variables 
 
 Storytelling  Interview Performance Ratings 
Variable ꞵ λ  ꞵ λ 
Control Variables      
Extraversion    -.03  
Positive Affect    .13  
Memory  .29**   .22*  
Storytelling (latent)    .24*  
     Entertaining  .61**    
     Emotional  .77**    
     Memorable  .94**    
     Original  .85**    
     Imagery  .57**    
     Engaging  .94**    
     Communication     .72** 
     Interpersonal     .59** 
     Achievement     .69** 
     Self-awareness     .65** 
     Decision-making     .66** 
Notes. Memory = Autobiographical Memory. ꞵ = Standardized regression weights for all path 
coefficients. λ = Factor loadings of all manifest variables onto the latent variables. All indirect 
effects were significant at the p < .05 level. 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01






Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2 Including Personality Variables 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. E 3.14 .67 -            
2. A 3.25 .61 -.24** -           
3. Condition 1.53 .50 .02 -.20* -          
4. Avg. Mem. 3.11 .98 -.05   -.15† .75** -         
5. Overall Mem. 3.50 .98 -.06 -.12 .64** .81** -        
6. Entertaining 2.36 .98 -.16* .01 .41** .52** .56** -       
7. Emotional 2.73 .87 -.08 -.04 .21** .32** .29** .29** -      
8. Memorable 2.91 .95 -.07 -.01 .61** .73** .78** .58** .25** -     
9. Original 3.40 .95 -.06 .15† .38** .55** .63** .36** .38** .62** -    
10. Engaging 3.06 .97 -.08 -.04 .53** .69** .75** .55** .28** .81** .65** -   
11. Imagery 2.51 .93 -.08 -.06 .54** .71** .73** .56** .36** .73** .50** .73** -  
12. Avg. Story 2.83 .73 -.11 .00 .58** .77** .81** .73** .54** .87** .76** .88** .84** - 
Notes. E = score on emotionality dimension of personality. A = score on agreeableness dimension of personality. Condition = 
autobiographical memory condition. Avg. Mem. = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 questions. Overall Mem. = 
Average of response to two 1-item questions measuring overall autobiographical memory for each of the two questions posed within 
transcripts. Avg. Story = Storytelling score as averaged across 6 questions. 
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01







T-test Results for Study 2 for Personality Variables 
 
 Low Storytelling High Storytelling   
Variable M SD M SD t  
Emotionality 3.12 .67 3.15 .67 .29  
Agreeableness 3.38 .63 3.14 .57 -2.53*  
Notes.  
* = p < .05 
 
  





ANCOVA for Study 2 Predicting Storytelling Controlling for Personality Variables 
 
Variables Sum of Squares df Mean Square F ɳp2 R2 
Covariates       
Emotionality .88 1 .88 2.56 .02 .36 
Agreeableness .68 1 .68 1.97 .01  
Predictor of Interest       
Memory Condition 30.28 1 30.28 88.05** .36  
Error 55.02 160 .34    
Notes. Memory condition = high versus low autobiographical memory conditions. ɳp2 = partial 
eta square. 
** = p < .01 
 
  





Study 2 Structural Equation Model Results Controlling for Personality Variables 
 
 Storytelling (latent) 
Variable ꞵ λ 
Emotionality -.09  
Agreeableness .09  
Condition .65**  
Storytelling (latent) -   
     Entertaining  .64** 
     Emotional  .34** 
     Memorable  .91** 
     Original  .68** 
     Engaging  .90** 
     Rich in Imagery  .82** 
Notes. All path coefficients reported in standardized form.  
Storytelling measures = ratings on six individual dimensions used  
to capture story quality. 
** = p < .01 
  





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 3 Including Personality Variables 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1.   E 3.29 0.74 -              
2.   A 3.17 0.67 -.26** -             
3.   Condition 1.53 0.50 -.03 -.04 -            
4.   Avg. Mem. 3.70 0.61 .03 .06 .18** -           
5.   Over. Mem. 3.98 0.73 -.01 .05 .35** .53** -          
6. Entertain 2.77 0.91 -.05 .34** .25** .48** .41** -         
7. Emotional 3.28 0.87 .00 .04 .42** .22* .17† .21* -        
8. Memorable 3.39 0.92 .03 .04 .36** .59** .57** .54** .13 -       
9. Original 3.79 0.88 -.05 .16 .18† .26** .33** .36** .21* .45** -      
10. Engaging 3.52 0.87 .06 .09 .26** .54** .58** .59** .18† .79** .52** -     
11. Imagery 2.91 1.00 -.02 .01 .25** .61** .54** .60** .20* .70** .35** .71** -    
12. Avg. Story 3.28 0.66 -.01 .15 .39** .62** .60** .76** .43** .83** .65** .87** .83** -   
13. Over. Story 5.32 1.07 .09 .00 .29** .51** .67** .44** .11 .65** .39** .68** .55** .65** -  
14. Int. Perf. 4.24 0.56 .08 .00 .17† .35** .54** .32** .16† .53** .36** .54** .45** .54** .63** - 
Note. E = score on emotionality dimension of personality. A = score on agreeableness dimension of personality. Condition = 
Storytelling condition. Avg. Mem. = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 dimensions. Over. Mem. = Average of 
response to 1-item measures of overall autobiographical memory. Avg. Story = Storytelling score as averaged across 6 dimensions. 
Over. Story = Average of responses to 1-item measures of overall storytelling. Int. Perf. = Average of response to 1-item questions 
capturing interview performance ratings. 
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01







T-test Results for Study 3 for Personality Variables 
 
 Low Storytelling High Storytelling   
Variable M SD M SD t  
Emotionality 3.32 .81 3.27 .68 -.30  












ANCOVA Results for Study 3 Controlling for Personality Variables 
 
Variables Sum of Squares df Mean Square F ɳp2 
Covariates      
Emotionality .24 1 .24 .79 .01 
Agreeableness .03 1 .03 .08 .00 
Predictor of Interest      
Condition .10 1 .10 3.26† .03 
Error 32.73 107    
Notes. Condition = high versus low storytelling conditions 
  † = p ≤ .10 
** = p < .01 
 
  





ANCOVA Results for Study 3 Controlling for Personality Variables and Memory  
 
Variables Sum of Squares df Mean Square F ɳp2 
Covariates      
     Emotionality .17 1 .17 .74 .01 
     Agreeableness .01 1 .01 .02 .00 
     Average Memory .20 1 .20 .89 .01 
     Overall Memory 5.83 1 5.83 26.03** .20 
Predictor of Interest      
     Condition .03 1 .03 .12 .00 
Error 23.52 105 .22   
Notes. Condition = high versus low storytelling conditions.  











Study 3 Structural Equation Model Results Controlling for Personality Variables 
 
 Interview Performance Ratings 
Variable ꞵ λ 
Emotionality .21  
Agreeableness .01  
Average Autobiographical Memory .15  
Overall Autobiographical Memory .87**  
Condition .05  
Interview Response 1  .53** 
Interview Response 2  .31** 
Notes. Regression weights reported are in standardized form.  










Hierarchical Regression for Study 3 Controlling for Personality Variables 
 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Variable ꞵ SE R2 ꞵ SE R2 ꞵ SE R2 
Emotionality .08 .08 .01 .07 .06 .28 .04 .06 .41 
Agreeableness .02 .08  -.01 .07  -.03 .06  
Autobiographical Memory        .09 .09 .30 -.09 .09  
Overall Memory        .50** .07    .19† .08  
Storytelling       .24* .09  
Overall Storytelling       .39** .06  
Notes. Autobiographical Memory = Autobiographical Memory score as averaged across 4 
dimensions. Storytelling = Storytelling score as averaged across 6 questions. Overall measures = 
Average of responses to 1-item measures of overall storytelling.  
  †= p < .10 
  *= p < .05 
**= p < .01 
  






Job Title: Customer Service Representative 
  




TeleRequest Inc. is looking for an enthusiastic and qualified person to join our team of excellent 
customer service representatives at our headquarters in Toronto. We are a nation-wide retailer 
committed to providing outstanding service to our customers and connecting them with the 
products that will best serve their needs. 
  
Responsibilities: 
· Communicate in person or on the phone with customers regarding general inquiries 
· Find the best possible solutions for specific issues 
· Investigate complaints regarding the establishment's goods, services and policies 
· Provide knowledgeable answers to questions about merchandise and services 
· Develop and maintain constructive and cooperative working relationships with others 
  
Requirements: 
· Completion of a bachelor’s degree 
· 3 years of clerical, sales, or other relevant experience 
· Knowledge of product and services 
· Ability to thrive in a fast-paced work environment and solve problems quickly and 
efficiently 
· Effective critical thinking and communication skills 
  






Study 2 Autobiographical Memory Transcripts 
Instructions for Both Conditions 
 
 Below is the transcript of one applicant’s behavioural interview for the Customer Service 
Representative position available at TeleRequest Inc. Imagine that you are the interviewer who 
needs to evaluate applicant responses to behavioural interview questions while reading through 
the transcript. 
 




 Interviewer: Tell me about a time when you persuaded others to your way of thinking. 
  
 Applicant: There have been many situations in my work experience that involved 
persuading different colleagues and customers to solve problems. Oftentimes, problems arise 
when customers get frustrated and angry, and demand to speak to managers. When I notice 
problems like that at work, I normally like to bring them up to my superiors because otherwise, it 
seems likely that they will persist. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe what you did in more detail? 
  
 Applicant: I normally suggest new procedures when I talk to my superiors about 
problems. I inform them of my experiences as well as those of colleagues experiencing the same 
problems. I usually present them with any evidence that I can find to back up my claims and 
outline how and why my suggestions reduce the likelihood that issues will escalate. I also always 
tell them how the potential solutions could be implemented to ensure that they effectively solve 
problems. 
  
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
  
 Applicant: When supervisors implement my suggestions, they usually monitor 




 Interviewer: Describe a time when you had to evaluate alternative solutions to a 
complex problem and make a decision. 
  
 Applicant: In my previous positions there were many occasions where I had to evaluate 
different options and make decisions. I have experienced this when on teams where there are 
peer reviews and employees are asked to rate their colleagues. It often leads to dilemmas where 
you have to decide whether to be honest or rate each employee’s performance accurately. These 




decisions are hard to make given the risks associated with each option, but I usually decide to be 
honest. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe how you evaluated alternative solutions in more detail? 
  
 Applicant: I usually think about the different ways I can approach these types of 
situations and the pros and cons of the different approaches. I typically try to put myself in my 
boss’s shoes and think about the long-term impact associated with the options. To choose which 
option would be best, it usually comes down to which option offers the most benefits despite the 
drawbacks that could occur, and which option I think my manager would most appreciate. 
  
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
  
 Applicant: I find that managers usually appreciate the honesty. Even though sometimes 
you suffer some blowback for being honest, if you have a rationale, you can walk them through 
it. If poorer performers then contribute more to the team after that, you can often give them 
higher evaluations in the next cycle.  
 
High Autobiographical Memory Condition (497 Words) 
 
Question 1  
 
 Interviewer: Tell me about a time when you persuaded others to your way of thinking. 
  
 Applicant: Two years ago, when I was working at the SunLife call centre. A month into 
the job, I noticed that a high percentage of customers - like about 90% - that I was connecting 
with were angrier and more frustrated than usual. One example was a customer who raised their 
voice, ignored all of my suggestions, and demanded to speak to a manager. I decided to report 
the ongoing problem to my supervisor because otherwise, it seemed that it would persist. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe more what you did in more detail? 
  
 Applicant: I did some research and suspected that the call waiting system could be the 
problem. I informed my supervisor that other employees were experiencing the same issue and 
used call log data from the past year to highlight how reducing the amount of time customers 
spend on hold could solve the problem. I then suggested that the company implement a call-back 
system so that rather than waiting on hold, customers could go about their day and receive a 
return call when a customer service representative was available. 
  
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
  
 Applicant: Since customers were satisfied and were less upset during the 6-week pilot 
period for the new system, the company implemented it permanently. 
   
 
 






 Interviewer: Describe a time when you had to evaluate alternative solutions to a 
complex problem and make a decision. 
  
 Applicant: During my most recent customer service position at the Royal Bank in 
Toronto, the customer service team went through performance reviews a month after I was hired. 
Part of this performance review was having peers rate their team members, and as the new 
person on the team, I was torn about whether to rate everyone highly to keep the peace, or to rate 
each member honestly and risk blowback. I decided to rate everyone honestly despite the risks 
because I thought the supervisor should be aware of which members were slacking off. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe how you evaluated alternative solutions in more detail? 
  
 Applicant: I thought about the two ways that I could approach the situation and created a 
list of pros and cons for each one. I put myself in my supervisor’s shoes and thought about the 
long-term impact of each approach. I ultimately decided that despite the likelihood that the team 
would know I had submitted unfavourable evaluations for some members, if I were the manager, 
I would want to know who was contributing to team performance and who might be struggling to 
keep up. 
  
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
  
 Applicant: The manager appreciated my honesty and although the team did figure out 
that I had submitted unfavourable evaluations for some of the team members, I was able to walk 
them through my rationale. From that point forward, the poorer performers started making more 
contributions to the team and in the next review cycle, I gave those members higher evaluations. 
  





Study 3 Storytelling Transcripts 
 
Instructions for Both Conditions 
 
 Below is the transcript of one applicant’s response to a question in the interview for the 
Customer Service Representative position available at TeleRequest Inc. Imagine that you are the 
interviewer who needs to evaluate applicant responses to behavioural interview questions while 
reading through the transcript. 
 




 Interviewer: Tell me about a time when you persuaded others to your way of thinking. 
  
 Applicant: Two years ago, I was working at the SunLife call centre. I noticed that a lot 
of customers - maybe 90% - were angry and frustrated. I had to persuade colleagues to solve a 
problem with one of the systems a month into the job. The situation seemed worse than other 
similar events handled by the team. The problem was noticeable to my coworkers, but no one 
was doing anything about it. Upset customers called in occasionally, but now they expressed 
anger before I said anything. I reported the problem to my supervisor. It was a great place to 
work though regardless of the unhappy customers. Anyway, I used data from records of past 
calls to make a case for a new procedure. If customers received a call back rather than waiting on 
hold, they could get on with their day. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe what you did in more detail? 
  
 Applicant: I met with my supervisor to talk about the situation and let her know about 
my suspicions. The records highlighted that reducing the amount of time customers spend on 
hold might solve the problem. I suspected that the call waiting system could be the problem. I 
spoke with other customer service representatives to figure out what the issue was. The solution 
would make things easier for everyone and I was proud to have suggested it. 
  
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
  
 Applicant: The new system was implemented for a 6-week pilot period. Competitors 
copied the procedure. Speaking up and talking to others was helpful to the company and allowed 
for the best solution to be found. The company implemented the system permanently. Customers 




 Interviewer: Describe a time when you had to evaluate alternative solutions to a 
complex problem and make a decision. 
 




 Applicant: During my most recent customer service position at the Royal Bank in 
Toronto, I evaluated options and made a decision related to a performance review. The customer 
service team went through performance reviews about a month after I was hired. I had to decide 
whether to be honest or rate each employee’s performance accurately or not. I rated everyone 
honestly. The process required that peers rate their team members and there were risks associated 
with each option. It was a tough decision. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe how you evaluated alternative solutions in more detail? 
 
 Applicant: I thought about the different ways that I could approach the situation. I 
established that as a manager I would want to know who was contributing to team performance 
and who dragged the team down. I mapped out the pros and cons of different solutions. I thought 
about the impact of using different options in this situation. I put myself in my supervisor’s 
shoes. Being honest was the option that my supervisor would most likely appreciate. 
 
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
 
 Applicant: The manager appreciated my honesty. I walked team members through my 
rationale because the team figured out that I submitted some unfavourable evaluations. No more 
issues arose related to performance. I spoke with each team member individually. Poor 
performers started making more contributions to the team and I gave poor performing members 
higher evaluation ratings later. I brought the problems to light using open and honest 
communication and became a more valued part of the team. A resolution was found so this 
approach seemed to be effective in this case. 
 




 Interviewer: Tell me about a time when you persuaded others to your way of thinking. 
  
 Applicant: Two years ago, I worked at the SunLife call centre. Even though I had to deal 
with unhappy customers, it was a great place to work! I had been working there for about a 
month when I suddenly noticed that a lot of customers - about 90% - were angrier and more 
frustrated than usual. It’s like they were angry before I even had a chance to speak. Other 
employees noticed the change too, but no one else was doing anything about it. Of course, I had 
handled upset customers before, but I had never seen anything like this, so I decided to talk to 
my supervisor. In our meeting a few days later, I used call log data from the past year to show 
her that a call-back system would reduce the amount of time that customers have to spend on 
hold and instead let them go about their day until a customer service representative becomes 
available. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe what you did in more detail? 
  
  




 Applicant: I first spoke with my colleagues, since we are the ones on the front line. This 
helped me piece together that the problem wasn’t me, my coworkers or even the customers - it 
was the call waiting system. I then met with my supervisor to inform her of my suspicions and 
suggest a solution. I am quite proud that I was able to suggest a solution that made everything 
easier for both the customers and the workers. 
  
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
  
 Applicant: It was so exciting to see my plan in action! Customers were much less upset 
during the 6-week pilot period, so the company implemented it permanently. Eventually, it 
worked so well that our competitors adopted the system too. Going through this really taught me 





 Interviewer: Describe a time when you had to evaluate alternative solutions to a 
complex problem and make a decision. 
 
 Applicant: During my most recent customer service position at the Royal Bank in 
Toronto, the customer service team went through some very tense performance reviews about a 
month after I was hired. Peers were asked to rate their team members, and as the new person on 
the team, I felt torn about whether to rate everyone highly to keep the peace, or to rate each 
member honestly and risk blowback. It was a tough decision, but in the end, I decided to rate 
everyone honestly despite the risks. 
  
 Interviewer: Can you describe how you evaluated alternative solutions in more detail? 
 
 Applicant: First, I thought about the two ways that I could approach the situation and 
created a list of pros and cons for each one. Creating these lists then helped me put myself in my 
supervisor’s shoes to think about the long-term impact of each approach. I established that if I 
were the manager, I would want to know who was contributing to team performance and who 
might be struggling to keep up or dragging team performance down. So, despite the discomfort I 
was feeling about the team knowing I submitted some unfavourable evaluations, I ultimately 
decided to be honest. 
 
 Interviewer: What was the outcome? 
 
 Applicant: I was very relieved that the manager appreciated my honesty. After I 
completed my evaluations, the team figured out that I had submitted some unfavourable 
evaluations, but this allowed me to walk each of them through my rationale. From that point 
forward, no more issues arose, and poorer performers began contributing more which allowed 
me to give them higher evaluations in the next review cycle. After talking with each member, I 
felt like a valued part of the team and learned that bringing problems to light through open, 
honest communication is the best way to find a resolution. 
